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LETTER  I. 


S  I  Er 

HAVE  lately  met  with  a  book  ofyour's, 
entitled — the  age  of  reason*  pait  the 
tecond,  being  an  inveftigation  of  true  and  fa¬ 
bulous  theology; — and  1  think  it  not  incon- 
hdent  with  my  flat  ion*  and  the  duty  I  owe  to 
focietv,  to  t rouble  you  and  the  woi  id  witu  lomc 
obfervations  on  fo  extraordinary  a  perform¬ 
ance.  Extraordinary  I  efteern  it;  not  from  any 
novelty  in  the  objections  winch  you  have  pro¬ 
duced  againft  revealed  religion,  (mi  i  imo  dinc. 
cr  no  novelty  in  them,)  but  non  .  tne  v.  w  i 
which  you  labour  to  difleminaie  your  opini¬ 
ons,  and  from  the  confidence  wi.li  winch  you 
efteem  them  true.  \  ou  perceive  by 


V, 

%  r*  r-  :'irrr 

i-  -  > 


Ur<- 


■  mucn 


I  give  you  credit  for  your  an  . 
foe'ver  I  tnav  cfuefiion  your  wifhom,  m  an 
in  a  manner,  on  luch  a  lubi ccc .  anci  i.  lc-v 


in  fiich  a  manner,  on  fuch  a  lubj 
no  reludtance  in  acknowledging,  tnatj,  Oi  p ol- 
Idfs  a  confiderable  (hare  of  energy  of  language, 
and  -  acu tenets  of  inveftigation ;  tuougn  *.  muib 
be  allowed  to  lament,  tn&t  toefe  tat ea its  nme 


(  2  ) 

not  been  applied  in  a  manner  more  ufeful  to 
human  kind,  and  more  creditable  to  yourfelf. 

I  Begin  with  your  preface.  You  therein 
Hate-— that  you  had  long  had  an  intention  of 
publifhing  your  thoughts  upon  religion,  but 
that  you  had  originally  referved  it  to  a  later 
penod  in  life. — I  hope  there  is  no  want  of 
charity  in  faying,  that  it  would  have  been  for¬ 
tunate  for  the  chriftian  world,  had  -your  life 
been  terminated  before  you  had  fulfilled  your 
intention.  In  accomplishing  your  purpofe, 
you  will  have  unfettled  the  fa?th  of  thoufands  ; 
rooted  from  the  minds  of  the  unhappy  virtuous 
all  their  comfortable  aiTurance  of  a  future  re- 
compence  j  have  annihilated  in  the  minds  of 
the  flagitious  all  their  fears  of  future  punifli- 
ment  j  you  will  have  given  the  reins  to  the 
domination  of  every  paifion,  and  have  thereby 
contributed  to  the  introduction  of  the  public 
infecurity,  and  of  the  private  unhappinefs, 
tyfuall y  and  aim od  neceffarily  accompanying  a 
irate  of  corrupted  morals. 

No  one  can  think  worfe  of  confeflion  to  a 
pried  and  fubfequent  abfolution,  as  pradtifed 
in  the  church  of  Rome,  than  I  do  :  but  I  can¬ 
not,  with  you,  attribute  the  guillotine  maifa- 
crees  to  that  caufe.  Men’s  minds  were  not 
prepared,  as  you  fuppofe,  for  the  commifion 
of  ail  manner  of  crimes,  by  any  gjta£h>ines  of 
the  church  of  Rome,  corrupted  as  I  e'dre  n 
but  by  their  not  thoroughly  believing  even 


that  religion.  What  may  not  fociety  expert 
from  thofe,  who  fhall  imbibe  the  principles  of 
your  book  ? 

A  f ever,  which  you  and  thofe  about  you 
expected  would  prove  mortal,  made  you  re¬ 
member,  with  renewed  fatisfadtion,  that  you 
had  written  the  former  part  of  your  Age  of 
Reafon — and  you  know  therefore,  you  fay,  by 
experience,  the  confcientious  trial  of  your  own 
principles.  I  admit  this  declaration  to  be  a 
proof  of  the  finceri  y  of  your  penuafion,  but 
I  cannot  admit  it  to  be  any  proof  of  the  trutn 
of  your  principles.  What  is  conscience?  Is 
it,  as  has  been  thought,  an  internal  monitor 
implanted  in  us  by  the  Supreme  Being,  and 
dictating  to  us,  on  all  occafions,  what  is  rignt,. 
or  wrong  ?  or  is  it  merely  our  own  judgment 
of  the  moral  redtitude  or  turpitude  or  on:  own 
adfions  ?  I  take  the  word  (with  Mr.  Locke) 
in  the  latter,  as  in  the  only  intelligible  ientw 
Now  who  fees  not  that  our  judgmem  s  or 
virtue  and  vice,  right  and  wrong,  are  no  al¬ 
ways  formed  from  an  enlightened  am  mwat- 
iionate  ufe  of  our  reafon,  in  the  inveftigaticui 
of  truth?  They  are  more  generally  brnraed 
from  the  nature  of  the  religion  we  pioreio  ; 
from  the  quality  of  the  civil  government  un¬ 
der  which  we  live  ;  from  the  general  ^ 

or  the  a??e,%r  the  particular  manners  of  trie 
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education  we  have  had  in  our  youth  ;  from  the 
books  we  have  read  at  a  more  advanced  peri¬ 
od  ;  and  from  other  accidental  caffes.  Who 
fees  not  that,  on  this  account,  conference  may 
be  conformable  or  repugnant  to  the  law  of 
nature  : —  may  be  certain,  or  doubtful  ? — and 
tnat  it  can  be  no  ciiterion  of  moral  redlitude, 
even  when  it  is  certain,  became  the  certainty 
ci  an  opinion  is  no  proof  of  its  being  a  right 
opinion  ?  A  mail  may  be  certainly  perfuaded 


o:  an  error  in  reafoning,  or  an  untruth  in 


matters  of  facb.  It  is  a  maxim  of  every  law, 
human  and  divine,  that  a  man  ought  never  to 
acl  in  opposition  to  his  confcience  :  but  it 
will  not  rrom  tlience  follow,  that  he  will,  in 
obeying  the  dictates  of  his  confcience,  on  all 
occasions  abb  right.  An  inqvilitor,  who  burns 
Jews  and  heretics  ;  a  Robdpierre,  who  mafla- 
cres  innocent  and  ftarmlefs  women  ;  a  robber, 
v/ho  thinks  that  all  things  ought  to  be  in  com- 
Hi  on,  and  that  a  (late  of  propriety  is  an  unjulb 
infringement  of  natural  liberty : — thefe,  and 
a  thoufand  perpetrators  of  di  ft  crept  crimes, 
may  all  follow  the  didlates  of  confcience  ;  and 
may,  at  the  real  or  fuppofed  approach  of  death, 
remember  cc  with  renewed  fatisfabtion’5  the 
worll  of  their  tranfabfions,  and  experience, 
witho:  •  difmay, w  a  confcientious  trial  of  their 
principles. ^  But  this  their  contentious  com- 
potere,  can  be  no  proof  to  others  of  the  rebli- 
tiwie  of '  their  principles,  and  ought  to  be  me 
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pledge  to  themfelves  of  their  innocence,  in 
adhering  to  them. 

I  have  thought  fit  to  make  this  remark, 
with  a  view  of  fuggefting  to  you  a  confldera- 
tion  cf  great  importance — whether  you  have 
examined  calmly,  an i  according  to  the  beft 
of  your  ability,  the  arguments  by  which  the 
truth  of  revealed  religion  may,  in  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  learned  and  impartial  men,  be  efdab- 
lifned  ?— You  will  allow,  that  thoufands  of 
learned  and  impartial  men,  (I  fpgak  not  of 
priefts,  who,  however  are,  I  truft,  as  learned 
and  impartial  as  yourfelf,  but  of  laymen  of 
the  moft  fplendid  talents) — you  will  allow, 
that  thoufands  of  thefe,  in  all  ages,  have  em¬ 
braced  revealed  religion  as  true.  Whether 
thefe  men  have  all  been  in  an  error,  enveloped 
in  the  darknefs  of  ignorance,  fhackled  by  the 
chains  of  fuperflition,  whilft  you  and  a  few 
others  have  enjoyed  light,  and  liberty,  is  a 
queftionl  lubmit  to  the  decifion  ot  your  readei  s. 

If  you  have  made  the  bed  examination  you 
can,  and  yetrejedt  revealed  religion  as  an  im- 
poflure,  I  pray  that  God  may  pardon  what  I 
eftcem  your  error.  And  whether  you  have 
made  this  examination  or  not,  does  not  become 
me  or  any  man  to  determine.  I  hat  goipel, 
which  you  delpife,  has  taught  me  this  modera¬ 
tion  ;  it  has  faid  to  me — u  Who  art  thou  that 
juccefd  another  man’s  fervant  ?  I  o  his  own 
muder  he  (hndetb  or  falleth  I  think  that 
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you  arc  in  an  error  ;  but  whether  that  error  be 
to  you  a  vincible  or  an  invincible  error,  I  pre¬ 
fume  not  to  determine.  I  know  indeed  where 
it  is  faid — cc  that  the  preaching  of  the  crofs  is 
to  them  that  perilli  foolifhnds, —  and  that  if 
the  gofpel  be  hid,  it  is  hid  to  them  that  are  loft. 
The  confequence  of  your  unbelief  muft  be  left 
to  the  juft  and  merciful  judgmentof  him  who 
alone  knoweth  the  mechanilrn  and  the  liberty 
of  our  underftandings  ;  the  origin  of  our  opi¬ 
nions  ;  the  ftrength  of  our  prejudices;  the 
excellencies  and  the  defedls  of  our  reafoning 
faculties. 

I.  shall,  defignedly,  write  this  and  the  fol¬ 
lowing  letters  in  a  popular  manner  ;  hoping 
that  thereby  they  may  ftand  a  chance  of  being 
perufed  by  that  clafs  of  readers,  for  whom  your 
work  ieems  to  be  particularly  calculated,  and 
who  are  the  moft  likely  to  be  injured  by  it. 
I  he  really  learned  are  in  no  danger  of  being 
infedted  by  the  poifon  of  infidelity  :  they  will 
excufe  me,  therefore,  for  having  entered  as  lit— 
tde  as  poftihle,  into  deep  difquihtions  concern¬ 
ing  the  authenticity  of  the  Bible.  The  fuhjedt 
has  been  fo  learnedly,  and  To  frequently  hand¬ 
led  by  other  writers,  that  it  does  not  want  (I 
had  almoft  faid,  it  does  not  admit)  any  farther 


proof.  And  it  is  the  more  neceilkry  to  adopt 


this  mode  cf  anfweri ng  your  book,  becaufe 


you  difclaim  all  learned  appeals  to  other  books, 


and  undertake  to  prove,  from  the  Ei 
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that  it  is  unworthy  of  credit.  I  hope  to  (hew, 
from  the  Bible  itfelf,  the  diredl  contrary.  But 
in  cafe  any  of  your  readers  fhould  think  that 
you  had  not  put  forth  all  your  ftrength,  by 
not  referring  for  proof  of  your  opinion  to 
ancient  authors  ;  left  they  fhould  fufpecl  that 
all  ancient  authors  are  in  your  favour  ;  I  will 
venture  to  affirm,  that  had  you  made  a  learned 
appeal  to  all  the  ancient  books  in  the  world, 
facred  or  profane,  chriftian,  jewifh,  or  pagan, 
inftead  of  leffening,  they  would  have  eftabliih- 
ed,  the  credit  and  authority  of  the  Bible  as  the 
word  of  God. 


Quitting  your  preface,  let  us  proceed  to 
the  work  itfelf  ;  in  which  there  is  much  repe¬ 
tition,  and  a  defedb  of  proper  arrangement,  I 
will  follow  your  track,  however,  as  nearly  as 
I  can.  The  fir  ft  queftion  you  propofe  for 
coniideration  is— cc  Whether  there  is  fuffi- 
cient  authority  for  believing  the  Bible  to  he 
the  Word  of  God,  or  whether  there  is  not  r’ 
— .You  determine  this  queftion  in  the  nega¬ 
tive,  upon  what  you  are  plea  fed  to  call  moral 
evidence.  You  hold  it  impolTible  that  the 
Bible  can  be  the  Word  of  God,  becaufe  it  is 
therein  faid,  that  the  Ifraelites  ceftroyed  the 


Canaanites  by  the  exprefs  command  of  God  : 
and  to  believe  the  Bible  to  be  true,  we  mu  ft, 
you  affirm,  unbelieve  all  our  belief  of  the  mo¬ 
ral  juft  ice  of  God  ;  for  wherein,  you  ftk, 
could  crying;  or  failing  infants  offend  ?— ■  I 


am  ailonifhed  that  fo  acute  a  reafonerfhould  at¬ 
tempt  to  difparage  the  Bible,  by  bringing  for¬ 
ward  this  exploded  and  frequently  refuted  ob- 
jeffionof  Morgan,  Tindal,  and  Bolingbroke. 
You  profefs  yourfelf  to  be  a  deiff,  and  to  be¬ 
lieve  that  there  is  a  God,  who  created  the  uni- 
verfe,  and  eftablifhed  the  laws  of  nature,  by 
which  it  is  fuftained  in  exigence.  Youpro- 
feis  that  from  the  contemplation  of  the  works 
of  God,  you  derive  a  knowledge  of  his  attri¬ 
butes  ;  and  you  rejedf  the  Bible,  becaufe  it  af- 
crihes  to  God  things  inconfiften4'  (as  you  fup- 
pofe)  with  the  attributes  which  you  have  <jif- 
covered  to  belong  to  him  ;  in  particular,  you 
think  it  repugnant  to  his  moral  juftice,  that 
he  fhould  doom'  to  defiru&ion  the  crying  or 
fmiling  infants  of  the  Canaanites. — Why  do 


you  not  maintain  it  to  be  repugnant  to  his 
moral  juft  ice,  that  he  fhould  fuffer  crying  or 
fmiling  infants  to  be  {'wallowed  up  by  an  earth¬ 
quake,  drowned  by  an  inundation,  confumed 
by  a  fire,  ftarved  by  a  famine,  or  deftr'oyed  by 
a  peftilence  ?  The  Word  of  God  is  in  per¬ 
fect  harmony  with  his  works  ,  crying  or  fmil¬ 
ing  infants  are  fubjedted  to  death  in  both.  We 
believe  that  the  earth,  at  the  exprefs  command 
of  God,  opened  her  mouth,  and  fwallowed  up 
JFCorah,  Dathan,  and  Abiram,  with  their  wives, 
their  fons,  and  their  little  ones.  This  you 
eft  com  fo  repugnant  to  God’s  moral  juTce, 
that  you  fpurn,  as  fpurious,  the  book  iu  which 
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the  circum fiance  is  related.  When  Catania, 
Lima,  and  Lifbon,  were  feverally  deflroyed  by 
earthquakes,  men  with  their  wives,  their  fons, 
and  their  little  ones,  were  fwallowed  up  alive  : 
— Why  do  you  not  fpurn,  as  fpurious,  the 
book  of  nature  in  which  this  fact  is  certainly 
written,  and  from  the  perufrd  of  which  you  in¬ 
fer  the  moral  juflice  of  God  ?  You  will,  pro¬ 
bably,  reply,  that  the  evils  which  the  Canaan- 
ites  futfered  from  the  exprefs  command  of 
God,  were  different  from  thofe  which  are 
brought  on  mankind,  by  the  operation  of  the 
laws  of  nature. — Different  !  in  what  ?  —Not 
in  the  magnitude  of  the  evil — notin  the  (ob¬ 
jects  of  fufierance — not  in  the  author  of  it— 
for  ray  philofophy,  at  leaff,  inffrudis  me  to 
believe  that  God  not  only  primarily  formed, 
but  that  he  hath  through  all  ages  executed, 
the  laws  of  nature  ;  and  that  he  will  through 
all  eternity  adminiiler  them,  for  the  general 
happinefs  of  his  creatures,  whether  we  can,  on 
every  occaiion,  difcern  that  end  or  not. 

I  am  far  from  being  guilty  of  the  impiety  of 
queflioning  the  exigence  of  the  moral  jufcice 
of  God,  as  proved  either  by  natural  or  re¬ 
vealed  religion  ;  what  I  contend  for  is  fhortly 
this — that  you  have  no  right,  in  fairnefs  of 
reafoning,  to  urge  any  apparent  deviation 
from  moral  juffice,  as  an  argument  againft 
revealed  religion,  becaufe  you  do  not  urge  an 
squally  apparent  deviation  from  it,  as  an 
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argument  againft  natural  religion  :  you  re¬ 
ject  the  former,  and  admit  the  latter,  without 
adverting  that,  as  to  your  objection,  they  muff 
if  and  or  fad  together. 

As  to  the  Canaanites,  it  is  needlefs  to  en¬ 
ter  into  any  proof  of  the  depraved  flats  of  their 
morals  ;  they  were  a  wicked  people  in  the 
time  of  Abraham,  and  they,  even  then,  were 
devoted  to  deflruction  by  God ;  but  their  ini¬ 
quity  was  not  then  full.  In  the  time  of  Mo- 
fes,  they  were  idolaters,  facrihcers  of  their 
own  crying  or  fmiling  infants  ;  devourers  of 
human  flefh,  addicted  to  unnatural  lufl;  im- 
merfed  in  the  fiithinefs  of  all  manner  of  vice. 
Now,  I  think,  it  will  be  impoilible  to  prove, 
that  it  was  a  proceeding  contrary  to  God’s 
moral  jufiice,  to  exterminate  fo  wicked  a  peo¬ 
ple.  He  made  the  Ifraelites  the  executors  of 
his  vengeance  ;  and,  in  doing  this,  he  gave 
fuch  an  evident  and  terrible  proof  of  his  abo¬ 
mination  of  vice,  as  could  not  fail  to  flrike 
the  furrounding;  nations  with  aflonifhment 
and  terror,  and  to  imprefs  on  the  minds  of  the 
Ifraelites  what  they  were  to  expedf,  if  they  fol¬ 
lowed  the  example  of  the  nations  whom  he 
commanded  them  to  cut  off,  u  Ye  (hall  not 
commit  any  of  thefe  abominations — that  the 
l?jrid  fpue  not  you  out  alfo,  as  it  fpued  out  the 
nations  that  were  before  you/’  Plow  ffrong 
anj  dcfcri'ptive  this  language  !  the  vices- of 
the  inhabitants  were  fo  abominable,  that  the 
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very  land  was-  Tick  of  them,  and  forced  to 
vomit  them  forth,  as  the  flornach  difgorges  a 
deadly  poifon. 

I  have  often  wondered  what  could  be  the 
reafon  that  men,  not  deftitute  of  talents,  fhould 
be  defirous  of  undermining  the  authority  of 
revealed  religion,  and  fludious  in  expofing, 
with  a  malignant  and  illiberal  exultation, 
every  little  difficulty  attending  the  feriptures, 
to  popular  animadverfion  and  contempt.  I  am 
not  willing  to  attribute  this  flrange  propen- 
iity  to  what  Plato  attributed  the  . atheifm  of  his 
time — to  profligacy  of  manners — toatfedlation 
of  fingularity — -to  grofs  ignorance,  alTuming 
the  femblance  of  deep  refearch  and  fuperior 
fagacity  ; — I  had  rather  refer  it  to  an  impropri¬ 
ety  of  judgment  refpedting  the  manners,  and 
mental  acquirements,  of  human  kind  in  the 
firft  a?es  of  the  world.  Moft  unbelievers 
argue  as  if  they  thought  that  man,  in  remote 
and  rude  antiquity,  in  the  very  birth  and  in¬ 
fancy  of  our  fpecies,  had  the  fame  di dinit  con¬ 
ceptions  of  one,  eternal,  invifible,  incorporeal, 
infinitely  wife,  powerful,  and  good  God,  which 
they  themfelves  have  now.  This  I  look  up¬ 
on  as  a  great  mi  flake,  and  a  pregnant  fource  of 
infidelity.  Human  kind  by  long  experience  , 
by  the  inflitutions  of  civilfociety  ;  by  the  culti¬ 
vation  of  arts  and  fciences  5  by,  as  1  believe 
divine  intlruclion  actually  given  to  fame,  and 
traditionally  communicated  to  all  :  is  in  a 
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far  more  diflinguifhed  filiation,  as  to  the 
powers  of  the  mind,  than  it  was  in  the  chiM~ 
hood  of  the  world.  The  hiilory  of  man,  is 
the  hiilory  of  the  providence  of  God  ;  who, 
willing  the  Supreme  felicity  of  all  his  crea¬ 
tures,  has  adapted  his  government  to  the  ca¬ 
pacity  of  thofe,  who  in  different  ages  were  the 
fubj eels  of  it.  The  hiilory  of  any  one  nation 
throughout  all  ayes,  and  that  of  ail  nations  in 
the  fame  age,  are  but  feparate  parts  of  one 
great  plan,  which  God  is  carrying  on  for  the 
moral  melioration  of  mankind.  But  who  can 
comprehend  the  whole  of  this  itnmenfe  de- 
ilgn  ?  The  fhortnefs  of  life,  the  weaknefs  of 
our  faculties,  the  inadequacy  of  our  means 
of  information,  confpire  to  make  it  im- 
poffible  for  us,  worms  of  the  earth  1  in- 
fedts  of  an  hour  !  completely  to  underfland  any 
one  of  it?s  parts.  No  man,  who  well  weighs 
the  fubjebl,  ought  to  be  furprifed,  that  in  the 
hiftories  of  ancient  times  many  things  fhould 
occur  foreign  to  our  manners,  the  propriety 
and  nceeflity  of  which  we  cannot  clearly  ap¬ 
prehend. 

It  appears  incredible  to  many,  that  God 
Almighty  fhould  have  had  colloquial  inter¬ 
course  with  our  firft  parents  ;  that  he  fiiould 
have  contracted  a  kind  of  friendfhip  for  the 
patriarchs,  and  entered  into  covenants  with 
them  ;  that  he  fhould  have  fufpended  the  laws 
of  nature  in  Egypt}  mould  have  been  fo  ap~ 
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pares dy  partial  as  to  become  the  God  and 
vernor  of  one  particular  nation  ;  and  ihould 
have  fo  far  demeaned  himlelt,  as  to  give  to 
that  people  a  burdenfome  ritual  of  worihip, 
ftatiites  and  ordinances,  many  of  which  feem 
to  be  beneath  the  dignity  of  his  attention,  un¬ 
important  and  impolitic.  I  have  converfed 
with  many  deiils,  and  have  always  found  that* 
the  ilrangenefs  of  thefe  things  was  the  only 
reafon  for  their  difbelief  of  them:  nothing  fi- 
milar  has  happened  in  their  time;  they  will 
not,  therefore,  admit,  that  thefe  events  have 
really  taken  place  at  any  time.  As  well  might 
a  child,  when  arrived  at  a  ftate  of  manhood, 
contend  that  he  had  never  cither  flood  in  need 
of,  or  experienced  the  foilering  care  of  a  mo  ¬ 
ther’s  kindnefs,  the  wear i fame  attention  of 
his  nurfe,  or  the  i  rift  rued  on  and  dilcipline  of 
his  fchool mailer.  The  Supreme  Being  felec- 
ted  one  family  from  an  idolatrous  world  ;  nurf- 
€d  it  up,  by  various  a£ts  of  his  providence, 
into  a  great  nation  ;  communicated  to  that 
nation  a  knowledge  ot  his  holinefs,  juftice, 
mercy,  power,  and  wifdom  ;  diffeminated 
them,  at  various  times,  through  every  part  of 
the  earth,  that  they  might  be  a  “  leven  to  le- 
ven  the  whole  lump,”  that  they  might  alfure 
all  other  nations  of  the  exigence  of  one  fu- 
preme  God,  the  creator  and  preferver  of  the 
world,  the  only  proper  objcdl  of  adoration. 
With  what  reafon  can  we  expect,  that  what 
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was  done  to  one  nation,  net  out  of  any  partial¬ 
ity  to  them,  but  for  the  general  good,  fhould 
be  done  to  all  r  that  the  mode  of  inft  ruction, 
which  was  fuited  to  the  infancy  of  the  world, 
fhould  be  extended  to  the  maturity  of  it’s  man¬ 
hood,  or  to  the  imbecility  of  it’s  old  age  ;  I 
own  to  you,  that  when  I  ccnfider  how  nearly 
ltlan,  in  a  favage  ftate,  approaches  to  the  brute 
creation,  as  to  intellectual  excellence  ;  and 
when  I  contemplate  his  miferable  attainments, 
as  to  the  knowledge  of  God,  in  a  civilized 
ftate,  when  he  has  had  no  divine  inftrudlion  on 
the  fubjedt,  or  when  that  inftrudlion  has  been 
forgotten,  (tor  all  men  have  known  fomething 
of  God  from  tradition,)  I  cannot  but  admire 
the  wifdom  and  goodnefs  of  the  Supreme  Ee- 
ing,  in  having  let  himfelf  down  to  our  appre- 
henfions  ;  in  having  given  to  mankind,  in  the 
earl i eft  ages,  fenfible  and  extraordinary  proofs 
of  his  exifrence  and  attributes  ;  in  having 
made  the  jewifh  and  chriftian  difpenfations 
mediums  to  convey  to  all  men,  through  all 
ages,  that  knowledge  concerning  himfelf, 
winch  he  had  vouchfafed  to  give  immediate¬ 
ly  to  the  nrfh  I  own  it  is  ftrange,  very 
ft  range,  that  he  ftiould  have  made  an  imme¬ 
diate  manifeftation  of  himfelf  in  the  nrft  ages 
of  the  world  ;  but  what  is  there  that  is  not 
ft  range  ?  It  is  ftrange  that  you  and  I  are  here 
— that  there  is  water,  and  earth,  and  air,  and 
fu  c — that  there  is  a  fun,  and  moon,  and  liars 
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—that  there  is  generation,  corruption,  repro-* 
dudlion.  I  can  account  ultimately  for  none 
of  thefe  things,  without  recurring  to  him  who 
made  every  thing.  I  alfo  am  his  workman- 
fhip,  and  look  up  to  him  with  hope  of  prefer- 
vation  through  all  eternity  ;  I  adore  him  for 
his  word  as  well  as  for  his  works  :  his  works 
I  cannot  comprehend,  but  his  word  hath  af- 
fiired  me  of  all  that  I  am  concerned  to  know 
• — -that  he  hath  prepared  everlafting  happinefs 
for  thofe  who  love  and  obey  him.  This  you  will 
call  preachment,— 1  will  have  done  with  it;  but 
the  fubjedt  is  fo  vaf!,  and  the  plan  of  providence, 
in  my  opinion,  fo obvioufly  wife  and  good,  that 
I  can  never  think  of  it  without  having  my 
mind  filled  with  piety,  admiration  and  gratitude. 

In  addition  to  the  moral  evidence  (as  you  are 
pleafed  to  think  it )  again!!  the  Bible,  you  threat¬ 
en,  in  the  progrefs  of  your  work,  to  produce  fuch 
other  evidence  as  even  a  prieil  cannot  deny. 
A  pb  ilofopher  in  fearch  of  truth,  forfeits  with 
me  all  claim  to  candour  and  impartiality,  when 
he  introduces  railing  for  reafoning,  vulgar  and 
illiberal  farcafm  in  the  room  cf  argument.  I 
will  not  imitate  the  example  you  fet  me  ;  but 
examine  what  you  fhall  produce,  with  as  much 
ccolnels  and  refpedt,  as  if  you  had  given  the 
prisms  no  provocation;  as  if  you  were  a  man  of 
the  'moil:  unblemished  character,  fubjedt  to  no 
prejudices,  adcuated  by  no  bad  defigns,  not  lia¬ 
ble  tohaveabufs  retorted  upon  you  with  fuccefix 
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LETTER  II. 


T5EF0RE  you  commence  your  grand  at~ 
u  tack  upon  the  Bible,  you  wifh  to  efta- 
biilh  a  difference  between  the  evidence  necef- 
fary  to  prove  the  authenticity  of  the  Bible,  and 
thatofany  ocher  ancient  hook.  I  am  notfurprif- 
ed  at  your  anxiety  on  this  head  ;  for  all  writers 
on  the  fubiedt  have  agreed  in  thinking:  that 
St.  A  tiffin  reasoned  well,  when,  in  vindicat¬ 
ing  the  p-enuinenefs  of  the  Bible,  he  afked — 
a  What  proofs  have  we  that  the  works  of 
Plato,  A n ft o tie,  Gicerc,  V arro,  and  other 
profane  authors,  were  written  by  thofe  whofe 
names  they  bear  ;  unlefs  it  be  that  this  has 
'  ceil  an  opinion  generally  received  at  all  times, 
and  by  all  thole  who  have  lived  fince  thefe 
authors  ?”  This  writer  was  convinced,  that 
the  evidence  which  cftabliftied  the  genuine- 
nefs  of  any  profane  book,  would  eftablifti  that 
of  a  facrcd  book  ;  and  I  profefs  myfelf  to  be  of 
the  fame  opinion,  notwilhftanding  what  you 
h'ave  advanced  to  the  contrary. 

In  tk is  part  your  ideas  Teem  to  me  to  be 
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confuted ;  1  do  not  fay  that  you,  defignedJv, 
jumble  together  mathe  viatical  fcience  and  hif- 
toricai  evidence  ;  the  knowledge  acquired  by 
demon  ft  rat  ion,  and  the-  probability  derived 
from  teftimony. — You  know  but  of  one  an¬ 
cient  book,  that  authoritatively  challenges 
univerfal  confent  and  belief,  and  that  is  Eu¬ 
clid's  Elements.— If  I  were  difpofed  to  make 
frivolous  objections,  I  ftiould  fay  that  even 
Euclid’s  Elements  had  not  met  with  univer¬ 


sal  confent  ;  that  there  had  been  men,  both  in 
ancient  and  modern  Lmes,  who  had  queftion- 
ed  the  intuitive  e/idence  of  fome  of  his  axi¬ 
oms,  and  denied  the  juft  nets  of  lome  of  his  de- 
monftrations  :  but,  admitting  the  truth,  I  do 
not  fee  the  pertinency  of  your  ofefervation. 
You  are  attempting  to  fubvert  the  authenti¬ 
city  of  the  Bible,  and  you  tell  us  that  Euclid's 
Elements  are  certainly  true. — What  t  cn  ? — 
Does  it  follow  that  the  Bible  is  certainly 
falfe  ?  The  rnoft  illiterate  ferivener  in  the 
kingdom  does  not  want  to  be  informed,  that 
the  examples  in  his  Wingate’s  Arithmetic,  are 
proved  by  a  different  kind  of  reafoning  from 
that  by  which  he  perfuades  himfelfto  believe, 
that  there  was  fuch  a  perfon  as  Henry  VIII.  or 
that  there  is  fuch  a  city  as  Paris. 

It  may  be  of  ufe,  to  remove  this  confufion 
in  your  argument,  to  ftate,  diftindtly,  the  dif¬ 
ference  between  the  genuinenefs,  and  the  au¬ 
thenticity,  of  a  book.  A  genuine  book,  is 
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that  which  was  written  by  the  perfon  whofc 
name  it  bears,  as  the  author  of  it.  An  au¬ 
thentic  book,  is  that  which  relates  matters  of 
fail,  as  tbey-really  happened.  A  book  mav  be 
genuine  without  being  authentic  ;  and  a  book 
may  be  authentic,  without  being  genuine. 
The  books  written  by  Richardfon,  and  Field¬ 
ing  are  genuine  books,  though  the  hiftories  of 
Lianna  and  Tom  Jones  are  fables.  The  hif- 
tory  of  tne  iiland  cf  Formofa  is  a  genuine 
book  ;  it  was  written  by  Ptalmanazar  ;  but  it 
is  notan  authentic  book,  (though  it  was  loner 
efreemed  as  fuch,  and  tranflated  into  different 
languages,)  for  the  author,  in  the  latter  part 
of  his  life,  took  fhame  to  himfelf  for  having 
impoied  on  the  world,  and  confefled  that  it 
was  a  mere  romance.  Anfon’s  voyage  may 
be  confidered  as  an  authentic  book,  it,  proba¬ 
bly,  containing  a  true  narration  of  the  princi¬ 
pal  events  recorded  in  it ;  but  it  is  not  a  genu¬ 
ine  book,  having  not  been  written  by  Waiters 
to  whom  it  is  aferibed,  but  by  Robins.  ’ 
1  His  diftindiion  between  the  genuinenefs 
and  authenticity  of  a  book,  will  affi'ft  us  in  de¬ 
tecting  the  fallacy  of  an  argument,  which  you 
ftate  with  great  confidence  in  the  part  of  your 
wo;  k  now  under  confideration,  and  which  you 
frequently  allude  to,  in  other  parts,  as  conclu- 
fiye  evidence  againft  the  truth  of  the  Bible. 
Your  argument  Hands  thus— if  it  be  found" 
that  the  books  aferibed  to  Mofes,  Jofhua,  and 


Samuel,  were  not  written  by  Mofes,  Jofhua, 
and  Samuel,  every  part  of  the  authority  and 
authenticity  of  thefe  books  is  gone  at  once. — • 
I  prefume  to  think  other  wife.  The  genuine^ 
neis  of  thefe  hooks  (in  the  judgment  of  thofc 
who  fay  that  they  were  written  by  tilde  au¬ 
thors)  wili  certainly  be  gone  ;  but  their  au¬ 
thenticity  may  remain  ;  they  may  dill  contain 
a  true  account  of  real  tranfadions,  though  the 
Dames  of  the  writers  of  them  fhould  be  found 
to  be  different  from  what  they  are  generally 
efteemed  to  be. 


Had,  indeed,  Mods  did  that  he  wrote  the 
five  fir  ft  books  of  the  Bible  ;  and  had  Jofhua 
and  Samuel  faid  that  they  wrote  the  books 


had  It  been  found,  that  Mofes,  Jofhua,  and  Sa¬ 
muel,  did  not  write  thefe  books  ;  then,  k  gr ai  1 t, 
the  authority  of  the  whole  would  have  been 
gone  at  once  ;  thefe  men  would  have  been 
found  liars,  as  to  the  genu  mends  of  the  books  > 
and  this  proof  of  their  want  of  veracity*  in 
one  point,  would  have  invalidated  their  tefti- 
mony  in  every  other  ;  thefe  books  would  have 
been  jufrly  ftigmatized,  as  neither  genuine  nor 


authentic. 


An  hiftory  fnay  be  true,  though  it  fhould 
not  only  be  afcribed  to  a  wrong  author,  but 
though  the  author  of  it  fhould  not  be  known  ; 
anonymous  teftimony  does  not  deftroy  the 
reality  of  fa£b,  whether  natural  or  miraculous. 
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Kad  Lord  Clarendon  publifhcd  his  Hiffory 
oi  the  Rebellion,  without  prefixing  his  name 
to  it ;  or  had  the  hiffory  of  T  itus  Livius  come 
down  to  us,  under  the  name  of  Valerius  Fiac- 
^ alcn us  Maximus  \  the  fades  men¬ 
tioned  in  thefe  hiftories  would  have  been 
equally  certain. 

?  your  afiertion,  that  the  miracles  re- 
corded  in  1  acitus,  and  in  other  profane  hiftb- 
lians,  are  quite  as  well  authenticated  as  thole 
Gi  ^le  ttioie — it3  being  a  mere  afiertion,  def- 
tituie  or  proof,  may  be  properly  anfwered  by  a 
contrary  afiertion.  I  fake  the  liberty  then  to 
v,  mat  the  evidence  for  the  miracles  recorded 
in  the  oibie  is,  both  in  kind  and  degree,  fo 
gi  catly  fuperior  to  that  for  the  prodigies  men¬ 
tioned  by  Livy,  or  the  miracles  related  by 
]  acitus,  as  to  juftify  us  in  giving  credit  to  the 
one  as  the  work  of  God,  and  in  wilh-holding 
it  from  tiie  other  as  the  cfFcdt  of  fuperilition 
.-nd  impofbure.  1  his  method  of  derogating 
from  the  credibility  of  chriftianity,  by  oppos¬ 
ing  to  the  .miracles  of  our  Saviour,  the  tricks 
of  ancient  impoffors,  feems  to  have  originated 
with  Hierecles  in  the  fourth  century ;  and  it 
has  been  adopted  by  unbelievers  from  that  time 
to  this ;  with  this  difference,  indeed,  that  the 
heathens  cr  tne  third  and  fourth  century  ad- 
i'  ?  c tea  that  Jefus  wrought  miracles ;  but  left 
to<tL  ad  million  fhould  have  compelled  them  to 
abandon  their  gods  and  become  chriftians,  they 


. 
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fdiJy  that  their  Apolkntus ,  their  Jpuleim^  their 
JriJleaSy  did  as  great :  whilR  modern  deiRs 
denv  the  fadb  of  Teius  having  ever  wrought  a 
miracle.  And  they  have  home  reafon  for  this 
proceeding  \  they  are  fenfible  that  the  gofpel 
miracles  are  fo  different,  is  all  their  circum- 
Ranees,  from  thofe  related  in  pagan  (lory,  that, 
L£  they  admit  them  to  have  been  performed, 
they  muff  admit  chriffianity  to  be  true  ;  hence 
they  have  fabricated  a  kind  of  deiftical  axiom 
—that  no  human  teffimony  can  eRabliih  the 
credibility  of  a  miracle. — This,  though  it  has 
bec?n  an  hundred  times  refuted,  is  Rill  imbibed 
upon,  as  if  it’s  truth  had  never  been  queRion- 
ed,  and  could  not  be  difproved. 

You  u  proceed  to  examine  the  authenticity 
of  the  Bible ;  and  you  begin,  you  fay,  with 
what  are  called  the  five  books  of  Mofes,  Gene- 
fls,  Exodus,  Leviticus,  Numbers,  and  Deute¬ 
ronomy.  Your  intention,  you  profefs,  is  to 
Riew  that  thefe  books  are  fpurious,  and  that 
Mofes  is  not  the  author  of  them  ;  and  Rill  far¬ 
ther,  that  they  were  not  written  in  the  time  of 
Mofes,  nor  till  feveral  hundred  years  after¬ 
wards  ;  that  thev  are  no  other  than  an  at- 
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tempted  hiRory  of  the  life  of  Mofes,  and  of  the 
times  in  which  he  i;  faid  to  have  lived,  and  alfo 
of  the  times  prior  thereto,  written  by  feme  very 
ignorant  and  ftupid  pretender  toauthorfhip,  fe* 
reral  Hundred  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes.5’ 
—In  this  paffage  the  utmoft  fore-  of  your  at- 


tack  on  the  authority  of  the  five  books  of  Mo- 
fes  is  clearly  bated.  You  are  not  the  ferfl 
who  has  ftarted  this  difficulty  ;  "it  is  a  difficul¬ 
ty,  indeed,  of  modern  date  ;  having  not  been 
heard  or,  either  in  the  fynagogue,  or  out  of  it, 
till  the  twelfth  century.  About  that  time 
Jben  Ezra, J  a  jew  of  great  erudition,  noticed 
fome  paflages  (the  fame  that  you  have  brought 
forward)  in  the  five  firffi  books  of  the  Bible, 
which  he  thought  had  not  been  written  by 
Moles,  but  inferred  by  feme  perfon  after  the 
death  of  Mofes.  But  he  was  far  from  main¬ 
taining,  as  you  do,  that  thefe  books  were  writ¬ 
ten  by  lorne  ignorant  and  frupid  pretender  to 
authorfhip,  many  irundred  years  after  the  death 
of  Mofes.  Hobbes  contends  that  the  books  of 
Mofes  are  fo  called,  not  from  their  having  been 
written  by  Mofes,  but  from  their  containing 
an  account  of  Mofes.  Spzncza  fup ported  the 
fame  opinion  5  and  Le  Clerc ,  a  very  able  -the¬ 
ological  critic  of  the  M  and  prefent  century, 
once  entertained  the  fafne  notion.  You  fee 
that  this  fancy- has  had  fome  patrons  before  you  > 
the  merit  or  the  demerit,  the  fagacity  or  the 
temerity  of  having  aflerted,  thatMoies  is  not 
the  author  of  the  Pentateuch,  is  not  exclu¬ 
sively  your’s.  Le  Clerc ,  indeed,  you  muS  nor 
boa  ft  of.  When  his  judgment  was  matured 
by  age,  he  was  athamed  of  what  he  had  written 
on  the  fubjedtin  his  younger  v^ars  ;  he  made 
a  public  recantation  of  his  error,  by  annexing 
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to  his  commentary  on  Genefis,  a  Latin  £\(~ 
fertation — concerning  Mofes,  the  author  ®f 
the  Pentateuch,  and  his  defign  in  compofirsg  it. 
If  in  your  future  life  you  Ihould  chance  to 
change  your  opinion  on  the  fubjcdl,  it  will  be 
an  honor  to  your  chara&er  to  emulate  the  in¬ 
tegrity,  and  to  imitate  the  example  of  Le  Clerc . 
The  Bible  is  not  the  only  book,  which  has  un¬ 
dergone  the  fate  of  being  reprobated  as  fpuri- 
ous,  after  it  had  been  received  as  genuine  and 
authentic  for  many  ages.  It  has  been  main¬ 
tained  that  theliiftory  of  Herodotus  was  writ¬ 
ten  in  the  time  of  Conjiantine ;  and  that  the 
daffies  are  forgeries  ot  the  thirteenth  or  four- 
teertfh  century.  Thefe  extravagant  reveries 
am u fed  the  world  at  the  time  of  their  public 
cation,  and  have  long  fmee  funk  into  oblivi¬ 
on.  You  efteem  all  prophets  to  be  fach  ly¬ 
ing  rafeals,  that  I  (tare  not  venture  to  predict 
the  fate  of  your  book. 

Before  you  produce  your  main  objections 
to  the  genuineness  of  the  books  cf  Mofes,  you 
affer-t — w  that  there  is  no  affirmative  evidence 
that  Mofes  is  the  author  of  them.” — What  ! 
no  affirmative  evidence  !  In  the  eleven  h 
century  Maimonides  drew  up  a  confefiion  of 
faith  for  the  jews,  which  all  of  them  at  this 
day  admit ;  it  co  nil  ids  of  only  thirteen  articles ; 
and  two  of  them  have  refpedf  to  Mofes  j  one 
affirming  the  authenticity,  the  other  the  genu- 
iaerMs  of  his  books. — The  doftrine  and  pra- 
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phefy  ofMofes  is  true — The  law  that  we  have 
was  given  by  Mofes. — This  is  the  faith  of 
tne  jews  at  prefect,  and  has  been  their  faith 
ever  fince  the  deftrudion  of  their  city  and 
temple  it  was  their  faith  in  the  time  when 
the  authors  of  the  New  Teftament  wrote  ;  it 
was  their  faith  during  their  captivity  in  Ba¬ 
bylon  ;  in  the  time  of  their  kings  and  judges  ; 
and  no  period  can  be  fhewn,  from  the  age  of 
Mofes  to  the  prefent  hour,  in  which  it  was  not 
their  faith — Is  this  no  affirmative  evidence  ?  I 
cannot  defire  a  ftronger.  Jofephus ,  in  his 

book  againft  Appion,  writes  thus — cc  We 
have  only  two  and  twenty  books  which  are  to 
be  believed  as  of  divine  authority,  and  which 
comprehend  the  hiftoryof  all  ages:  five  be¬ 
long  to  Mofes,  which  contain  the  original  of 
man,  and  the  tradition  of  the  fucceffion  of  ge¬ 
nerations,  down  to  his  death,  which  takes  in 
a  compafs  of  about  three  thoufand  years. Do 
you  conlider  this  as  no  affirmative  evidence  ? 
Why  mould  I  mention  juvenal  fpeaking  of 
the  volume  which  Mofes  had  written  ?  Why 
enumerate  a  long  lift  of  profane  authors,  all 
bearing  teftimony  to  the  fad  of  Mofes  being 
the  leader  and  the  law-giver  of  the  jewifh  nati¬ 
on  ?  and  if  a  law-giver,  furely,  a  writer  of  the 
laws.  But  what  fays  the  Bible?  In  Exodus 
ii  fays — a  Mofe?  wrote  all  the  words  of  the 
Lore,  and  took  the  book  of  the  covenant,  and 
in  tne  audience  of  the  people.”-— In  Deu- 
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teronomy  it  fays — cc  And  it  came  to  pafs, 
when  Mofes  had  made  an  end  of  writing  the 
words  of  this  law  in  a  book,  until  they  were 
finifhed,  (this  furely  imports  the  finifhing  a 
laborious  work,)  that  Mofes  commanded  the 
Levites  which  bare  the  ark  of  the  covenant  of  * 
the  Lord,  faying,  Take  this  book  of  the  law, 
and  put  it  in  the  fide  of  the  ark  of  the  covenant 
of  the  Lord  your  God,  that  it  may  be  there  for 
a  witnefs  again#  thee.5’  This  is  Laid  in 
Deuteronomy,  which  is  a  ki«d  of  repetition  or 
abridgement  of  the  four  preceding  books  ;  and 
it  is  well  known  that  the  jews  gave  the  name 
of  the  Law  to  the  firft  five  books  of  the  Old 
Teftament.  What  pofEble  doubt  can  there 
be  that  Mofes  wrote  the  books  in  queftion  ? 

I  could  accumulate  many  other  paffages  from 
the  feriptures  to  this  purpofe ;  but  if  what 
I  have  advanced  will  not  convince  you  that 
there  is  affirmative  evidence,  and  of  the  iirong- 
effi  kind,  for  Mofes’s  being  the  author  of  thefe 
books,  nothing  that  I  can  advance  will  con¬ 
vince  you. 

What  if  I  fhould  grant  all  you  undertake 
to  prove(the  flupidity  and  ignorance  of  the 
wr-iter  excepted)  ?— What  if  I  fhould  admit, 
that  Samuel ,  or  Ezra,  or  fome  other  learned 
jew,  compofed  thefe  books,  from  public  re - 
cords,  many  years  after  the  death  of  Mofes  ? 

M  ill  it  follow  that  there  was  no  truth  in 
them  ?  According  to  my  logic,  it  will  only 
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follow,  that  they  are  not  genuine  books  :  eve- 
ry  fact  recorded  in  them  may  be  true,  whene¬ 
ver,  or  by  whomfoever  they  were  written.  It 
cannot  be  laid  that  the  jews  had  no  public 
records  ;  the  Bible  furnifhes  abundance  of 
proof  to  the  contrary.  I  by  no  means  admit, 
that  thefe  books,  as  to  the  main  part  of  them, 
were  not  written  by  Mofes  ;  but  1  do  contend, 
that  a  book  may  contain  a  true  hiftory,  though 
we  know  not  the  author  of  it;  or  though 
we  may  be  miftaken  in  aferibing  it  to  a  wrong 
author. 


The  fir  ft  argument  you  produce  again  ft 
Mofes  being  the  author  of  thefe  books  is  fo 
old,  that  I  do  not  Jt  now  it’s  original  author ; 
and  it  is  fo  m  her  able  an  one,  that  I  wonder 
you  fhoald  adopt  i- — Thefe  books  cannot 
be  written  by  Mofes,  becaufe  they  are  wrote 
in  the  third  perfon— it  is  always,  The  Lord 
Lid  unto  Mofes,  or  Mofes  faid  unto  the  Lord. 
This,  you  fay,  is  the  ft  vie  and  manner  that 
biftorians  ufc  in  fpeaking  of  the  perfon  whofe 
li  es  and  actions  they  are  writing,”  This 
obfervation  is  true,  but  it  does  not  extend  far 
enough  ;  for  this  is  the  ftyle  and  manner  not 
only  of  hiftorians  writing  of  other  perions,  but 
of  eminent  men,fueh  as  Xenophon  and  Jjsfhus , 
writing  of  themfelves.  If  General  If  ajbing- 
ten  fhould  write  the  hiftory  of  the  American, 
war,  and  fhould,  from  his  great  modelly,  (peak 
of  jiimfelf  in  the  third  perfon,  would  you 
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think  it  reafon-able  that,  two  or  three  thou  land 
years  hence,  any  perfon  fhould,  on  that  ac¬ 
count,  contend,  that  the  hiflory  was  not  true  ? 
Ccefar  writes  of  himfelf  in  the  third  perfon; 
it  is  always,  Csefar  made  a  fpeech,  or  a  fpeech 
was  made  to  Caefar,  Caefar  eroded  the  Rhine, 
Ccefar  invaded  Britain;  but  every  fchool-b'oy 
knows,  that  this  circumftance  cannot  be 
adduced  as  a  ferious  argument  againll  Caefar’s 
being  the  author  of  his  own  commentaries. 

But  Mofes,  you  urge,  cannot  be  the  au¬ 
thor  of  the  book  of  Numbers, — becaufe  he  lays 
of  himfelf — cc  that  Mofes  was  a  very  meek 
man,  above  all  the  men  that  were  on  the  face 
of  the  earth.”  If  he  faid  this  of  himfelf,  he 
was,  you  fay,  “  a  vain  and  arrogant  coxcomb, 
(fuch  isyourphrafe  !)  and  unworthy  of  cre¬ 
dit — and  if  he  did  not  fay  it,  the  books  are  with¬ 
out  authority.”  This  your  dilemma  is  per¬ 
fectly  harmlefs  ;  it  has  not  an  horn  to  hurt  the 
weakeft  logician.  If  Mofes  did  not  write  this 
little  verfe,if  it  was  inferted  by  Samuel,  or  any 
of  his  countrymen,  who  knew  his  character 
and  revered  his  memory,  will  it  follow  that  he 
did  not  write  any  other  part  of  the  book  of 
Numbers?  Or  if  he  did  not  write  any  part 
of  the  book  of  Numbers,  will  it  follow  that 
he  did  not  write  any  of  the  other  books  of 
which  he  is  ufually  reputed  the  author  ! 
And  if  he  did  write  this  of  himfelf,  he  was 
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Ju  {titled  by  the  oecafion  which  extorted  from 
him  this  commendation.  Kad  this  expreHion 
been  written  m  a  modern  dyle  and  mannei, 
it  would  probably  nave  given  you  no  offence. 
I  or  who  would  be  fo  faftiaious  as  to  and  fault 
with  an  illuflrious  man,  who,  being  calum¬ 
niated  by  bis  neared'  relations,  as  guilty  of 
pride  and  fond  of  power,  fhould  vindicate  his 
char after  by  faying,  My  temper  was  natural¬ 
ly  as  meek  and  unaffuming  as  that  of  any  man 
upon  earth  r  There  are  occafions,  in  which  a 
mode  ft  man,  who  fpeaks  truly,  may  fpeak 
proudly  of  hirnfelf,  without  forfeiting  his  ge¬ 
neral  cnarafler  ;  and  there  is  no  occadon, 
which  either  more  requires,  or  more  excufes 
this  conduct,  than  when  he  is  repelling  the 
foul  and  envious  afperbons  of  thofe  who  both 
knew  his  character  and  had  experienced  his 
kindnefs  ;  and  in  that  predicament  flood  Aa¬ 
ron  and  Mtriamy  the  accufers  of  Mods..  You 
yourfelf  have,  probably,  felt  the  lting  of  ca¬ 
lumny,  and  have  been  anxious  to  remove  the 
iinpredion.  I  do  not  call  you  a  vain  and  ar¬ 
rogant  coxcomb  for  vindicating  your  charac¬ 
ter,  when  in  the  latter  part  of  this  very  work 
you  boair,  and  I  hope  truly,  «  that  the  man 
does  not  exift  that  can  fay  I  have  perfecuted 
him,  or  any  man,  or  any  fet  of  men,  in  the  A- 
merican  revolution,  or  in  the  Frenth  revolu¬ 
tion  ;  or  that  i  have  in  any  cafe  returned  evil 
for  evil/5  I  know  not  what  kings  and  prick s 
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mav  fay  to  this  ;  von  may  not  have  returned 
to  them  evil  for  evil,  becaufe  they  nevsr,  I  be¬ 
lieve,  did  you  any  harm ;  but  you  have  done 
them  all  the  harm  you  could,  and  that  with¬ 
out  provocation. 

;  I  think  it  needlefs  to  notice  your  cfcfcr- 
vation  upon  wha-t  you  call  the  dramatic  ffyle 
of  Deuteronomy ;  it  is  an  ill-founded  hypo¬ 
thecs.  You  might  as  well  afk,  where  the 
author  of  Csefar’s  commentaries  got  the 
fpeeches  of  Caefar,  as  where  the  author  of 
Deuteronomy  got  d\e  fpeeches  of  Moves.  But 
your  argument — that  Mofes  was  not  the  au¬ 
thor  of  Deu-ter  enemy,  becaufe  the  reafon  gi¬ 
ven  in  that  book  for  the  observation  of  the 
fabbath  is  different  from  that  given  in  Exo¬ 
dus,  meri-ts  a  reply. 

You  need  not  be  told  that  the  very  name 
<§>f  this  book  imports,  in  Greek,  a  repetition 
of  a  law  >  and  that  the  Hebrew  doctors  have 
called  it  by  a  word  of  the  fame  meaning.  In 
the  fifth  verfe  of  the  firff  chapter  it  is  laid  in 
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Bibies, 


a  Mofes  began  to  declare  this 


law  but  the  Hebrew  words,  more  proper¬ 
ly  translated,  import  that  Mofes  “  began,  or 
determined  to  explain  the  law.”  This  is  no 
Ihift  of  mine  to  get  over  a  difficulty  ;  the 
words  are  fo  rendered  in  moil  of  the  ancient 
vernons,  and  by  Fagius ,  Vetablus ,  and  Zc 
CFrCy  men  eminently  {killed  in  the  Hebrew 
This  repetition  and  explanation 


language, 
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of  the  law,  was  a  wife  and  benevolent  prtu 
deeding  in  Mofes  ;  that  thofe  who  were  ei¬ 
ther  not  born,  or  were  mere  infants,  when  it 
was  aril  (forty  years  before)  delivered  in  Ho- 
reb,  might  have  an  opportunity  cf  knowing 
it;  efpecially  as  Mofes  their  leader  was  foon 
to  be  taken  from  them,  and  they  were  about 
to  be  fettled  in  the  midft  of  nations  given  to 
idolatry  and  funk  in  vice.  Now  where  is  the 
wonder,  that  fome  variations,  and  fome  addi¬ 
tions,  fhould  be  made  to  a  law,  when  a  legis¬ 
lator  thinks  fit  to  republifh  it  many  years  af¬ 
ter  it’s  hr  ft  promulgation  ? 

With  refpedf  to  the  fabbath,  the  learned 
are  divided  in  opinion  concerning  it’s  origin  ; 
fome  contending,  that  it  was  fandfified  from 
the  creation  of  the  world  ;  that  it  was  obferv- 
ed  by  the  patriarchs  before  the  flood  ;  that  it 
was  negle&ed  by  the  Ifraelites  during  their 
bondage  in  Egypt;  revived  on  the  falling  of 
manna  in  the  wildernefs  ;  and  enjoined  as  a 
pofitivc  law,  at  Sinai.  Others  elheem  it’s  in- 
.ilitution  to  have  been  no  older  than  the  age  of 

_  O 

Mofes  ;  and  argue,  that  what  is  faid  of  the 
fandfification  of  the  fabbath  in  the  book  of 
Genefis,  is  faid  by  way  of  anticipation.  There 
may  be  truth  in  both  thefe  accounts.  To  me 
it  is  probable,  that  the  memory  of  the  creation 
was  handed  down  from  Adam  to  all  his  pofle- 
rity  ;  and  that  the  feventh  day  was,  for  a  long 
time,  held  faered  by  all  nations,  incommemc- 
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ration  of  that  event ;  but  that  the  peculiar  ri~ 
gidnefs  of  it’s  obfervanee  v/as  enjoined  by" 
lVlofes  to  tr.e  Ifraclitcs  alone.  As  to  fueie 
being  two  re 2. fens  given  tor  iis  b'ung  kept 
holy," — one,  that  on  that  day  God  refled  from 
the"  work  of  creation— the  other,  on  that  day 
God  had  given  them  red  from  the  fervitude 
of  Egypt— I  fee  no  contradiction  in  the  ac¬ 
counts.  If  a  man,  in  writing  the  hiftory  of 
England,  fhould  inform  his  readers,  that  the 
parliament  had  ordered  the  httn  of  November 
to  be  kept  holy,  bccaufe  on  that  dag  God  had 
delivered  the  nation  from  a  bloody-intended, 
mad  acre  by  gunpowder  ;  and  if,  in  another 
part  of  his  hiRory,  be  fhould  aifign  the  deli¬ 
verance  of  our  church  and  nation  from  pope¬ 
ry  and  arbitrary  power,  by  the  arrival  or 
King  William,  as  a  reafon  for  its  being  kept 
holy  ;  would  any  one  contend,  that  he  was 
not  ju Rifted  m  both  thefs  ways  cf  expreflloii, 
or  that  we  ought  from  thence  to  conclude,  that 
he  was  not  the  author  of  them  both  ? 

You  think— “  that  law  in  Deuteronomy 
inhuman  and  bru:ai,  which  authorifbs  parents, 
the  father  and  the  mother,  to  bring  their  own 
■  children  to  have  them  ftoned  to  death  for  what 
it  is  pleased  to  call  RubbornnefsA — You  are 
aware,  I  fup-pofe,  that  paternal  power,  amongR 
the  Romans ,  the  Gauls ,  the  Perftans ,  and  o- 
ther  nation.,  was  of  the  mo  ft  arbitrary  km  ; 
that  it  extended  to  the  taking  away  the  life  or 
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the  child.  I  do  not  know  whether  the  Ifrael- 
ues  ln  the  time  of  Mofes  exercifed  this  pater- 
P°y/er;  it  was  not  a  cuftom  adopted  by 
natl°ns,  but  it  was  by  many  ;  and  in  the 
infancy  of  fociety,  before  individual  families 
had  coalefced  into  communities,  it  was  proba¬ 
cy  very  general.  Now  Mofes,  by  this  law, 
which  you  efteem  brutal  and  inhuman,  hinder¬ 
ed  inch  an  extravagant  power  from  being  ei- 
tner  introduced  or  exercifed  amongft  the  If- 
raehtes.  7  his  law  is  lo  far  from  counten- 
ancmg  the  arbitrary  power  of  a  father  over  the 
lire  of  his  child,  that  it  takes  from  him  the 
power  of  accufing  the  child  before  a  ma^f. 
trate — the  father  and  the  mother  of  the  child 
mud:  agree  in  bringing  the  child  to  judgment 
— <«na  it  is  not  by  their  united  will  that  the 
child  was  to  be  condemned  to  death ;  the  el- 
dens  of  the  city  were  to  judge  whether  the  ac~ 
cufation  was  true  ;  and  the  accufation  was  to 
be  not  merely,  as  you  inhnuate,  that  the  child 
vv.Ls  flub  born,  but  that  he  was  <c  ffubborn  and 
rebellious,  a  glutton  and  a  drunkard.”  Con- 
fidered  in  this  light,  you  mud  allow  the  law 
to  have  been  an  humane  reftri&ion  of  a  pow¬ 
er  improper  to  be  lodged  with  any  parent. 

That  yoiJ  may  abule  uie  priefls,  you  a- 
bandon  your  fubjed— «  Priefts,  you  fay, 
preach  up  Deuteronomy,  for  Deuteronomy 
pieaches  up  tythes.”  — -I  do  not  know  that 
prieils  preach  up  Deuteronomy,  more  than 
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they  preach  up  other  books  of  fcripture  ;  but 
I  do  know  that  tythes  are  not  preached  up  in 
Deuteronomy,  more  than  in  Leviticus,  in 
Numbers,  in  Chronicles,  in  Malachi,  in  the 
law,  the  hi  It  or  v,  and  the  prophets  of  the  jew- 
ifh  nation.— You  go  on — “  It  is  from  this 
book,  chap.  xxv.  ver.  4,  they  have  taken  the 
phrafe,  and  applied  it  to  tything,  cc  Thpu 
lhak  not  muzzle  the  ox  when  he  treadeth  out 
the  com  y”  and  that  this  might  not  efcape  ob¬ 
servation,  they  have  noted  it  in  the  table  of 
contents  at  the  head  of  the  chapter,  though  it 
is  only  a  fingle  verfe  of  lefs  than  two  lines. 
O  priefls  !  priefls  !  ye  are  willing  to  be  com¬ 
pared  to  an  ox  for  the  fake  of  tythes  !” — -I 
cannot  call  this— reafoning — and  I  will  not 
pollute  my  page  by  giving  it  a  proper  appel¬ 
lation.  Had  the  table  of  contents,  inftead  of 
limply  faying — the  ox  is  not  to  be  muzzled — 
faid— tythes  enjoined,  or  priefls  to  be  main¬ 
tained — -there  would  have  been  a  little  ground 
for  your  cenfure.  Whoever  noted  this  phrafe 
at  the  head  of  the  chapter,  had  better  reafon 
for  doing  it  than  you  have  attributed  to  them. 
They  did  it,  becaufe  St.  Paul  had  quoted  it> 
when  he  was  proving  to  the  Corinthians,  that 
they  who  preached  the  gofpel  had  a  right  to 
live  by  the  gofpel  ;  it  was  Paul,  and  not  the 
priefls,  who  firft  applied  this  phrafe  to  tyth¬ 
ing.  St.  Paul,  indeed,  did  not  avail  himfelf 
of  the  right  he  contended  for  ;  he  was  not? 
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therefore,  interefled  in  what  he  faid.  The  rea- 
fon,on  which  he  grounds  the  right,  is  not  mere¬ 
ly  this  quotation,  which  you  ridicule;  nor  the 
appointment  of  the  law  of  Moles,  which  you 
think  fabulous  ;  nor  the  injunction  of  Jefus, 
which  you  defpife  ;  no,  it  is  a  reafon  founded  in 
the  nature  of  things,  and  which  no  philofopher, 
no  unbeliever,  no  man  of  common  ienfe  can  de¬ 
ny  to  be  a  folid  real'on  ;  it  amounts  to  this — 
that  u  the  labourer  is  worthy  of  his  hire.”  No¬ 
thing  is  fo  much  a  man’s  own,  as  his  labour  and 
ingenuity  ;  and  it  is  entirely  confonantto  the 
law  of  nature,  that  by  the  innocent  ufe  of  thefe 
heihould  provide  forhisfubhftence.  Hatband- 
men,  artilis,  foldier?,  phyiicians,  lawyers,  all  let 
out  their  labour  and  talents  for  a  ilipulated  re¬ 
ward  :  why  may  not  a  pried  do  the  fame  ?  Some 
accounts  or  you  have  been  published  in  En# 
gland  ;  but,  conceiving  them  to  have  proceed¬ 
ed  from  a  dehgn  to  injure  your  character,  I  ne¬ 
ver  read  them.  I  know  nothing  of  your  parent¬ 
age,  your  education,,  or  condition  in  life.  You 
may  have  been  elevated,  by  your  birth,  above 
the  neceiiity  of  acquiring  the  means  of  fuftain- 
ing  life  by  the  labour  either  cf  hand  or  head  :  if 
.this  be  the  cafe,  you  ought  not  to  defpife  thole 
whobavecome  into  the  world  in lefs  favourable 
circumftances.  If  vour  origin  has  been  lefs  for- 

J  %  o 

tunate,you  mult  have  fupported  yourfelf,eithcr 
by  manual  labour,  or  the  exerciie  of  your  geni¬ 
us.  Why  lhould  you  thuik  tii&t  conduct  difre- 
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putable  in  priefts,  which  you  probably  confider 
as  laudable  in  yourfelf?  I  know  not  whether 
you  have  not  as  great  a  diflike  of  kings  as  of 
priefts  :  but  that  you  may  be  induced  to  think 
more  favourably  of  men  of  my  profeftion,  I  will 
juft  mention  to  you  that  the  payment  of  tythes 
is  no  new  inftitution,  but  that  they  were  paid 
in  the  raoft  ancient  times,  not  to  priefts  only, 
but  to  kings.  I  could  give  you  an  hundred  in- 
fiances  of  this  :  two  may  be  diffident.  Abra¬ 
ham  paid  tythes  to  the  king  of  Salem,  four  hun¬ 
dred  years  before  the  lav?  of  Mofes  was  given. 
The  king  of  Salem  was  prieft  alfo  of  the  moil 
high  God.  Priefts,  you  fee,exifted  in  the  world, 
and  were  held  in  high  eftimation,  for  kings 
were  priefts,  long  before  the  import ures  as  you 
efteem  them,  of  the  jewifh  and  chriftian  difpen- 
fations  were  heard  of.  But  as  this  inftance  is 
taken  from  a  book  which  you  call  “  a  book  of 
contradictions  and  lies”— the  Bible  ; — I  will 
give  you  another,  from  a  book,  to  the  autho¬ 
rity  of  which,  as  it  is  written  by  a  profane  au¬ 
thor,  you  probably  will  not  objedt.  Diogenes 
Laertius ,  in  his  life  of  Solon ,  cites  a  letter  of 
Pijijrratus  to  that  lawgiver,  in  which  he  fays 
I  Piiiftratu-s,  the  tyrant,  am  contented 
witn  me  ft i pends  which  Were  paid  to  thofb 
who  reigned  before  me  ;  the  people  of  Athens 
fet  apart  a  ienth  ol  the  fruits  of  their  land,  net 
for  my  private  ufe,  hut  to  be  expended  in  the 
puohc  Sacrifices,  and  for  the  general  good.>> 


L  E  T  T  E  R  III. 


KTAVING  done  with  what  you  call  the 
§L  grammatical  evidence  that  Moles  was- 
not  the  author  of  the  books  attributed  to  him, 
you  come  to  your  hiftorical  and  chronological 
evidence  ?  and  you  begin  with  Genefis.  Your 
jfirft  argument  is  taken  from  the  fingle  word 
— Dan— -being  found  in  Genefis,  when  it  ap¬ 
pears  from  the  book  of  Judges,  that  the  town 
of  Laifh  was  not  called  Dan,  till  above  three 
hundred  and  thirty  years  after  the  death  of 
Mofes  ;  therefore  the  writer  of  Genefis,  you 
conclude*  mull  have  lived  after  the  town  of 
Laifli  had  the  name  of  Dan  given  it.  Leif 
this  objection  fhould  not  be  obvious  enough 
to  a  common  capacity,  you  illuftrate  it  in  the 
following  manner  :  “  Havre-de-Grace  was 
called  Fla v re-Marat  in  1793;  fhould  then  a- 
ny  datelefs  writing  be  found,  in  after  times, 
with  the  name  of  Havre- Marat,  it  would  be 
certain  evidence  that  fuch  a  writing  could  not 
have  been  written  till  after  the  year  1793.” 


This  is  a  wrong  conclufion.  Suppofe  fome 
hot  republican  fhould  at  this  day  publifh  a 
-new  edition  of  any  old  hiftory  of  h  ranee,  and 
mftead  of  Havre-de-Grace  fhould  write  Ha¬ 
vre- Marat  ;  and  that  two  or  three  thoiuand 


years  hence,  a  man,  like  yourfelf,  ihould,  on 
that  account,  reject  the  whole  hiftory  as  fpu- 
rious,  would  he  be  juftified  in  fo  doing  : 
Would  it  not  be  reafonable  to  tell  him — -Fiat 
the  name  Havre-Marat  had  been  ink  reed,  not 
by  the  original  author  of  the  hiftory,  bu  cy 
ci  fubfeqnent  editor  of  it ;  and  to  refer  him,  tor 
a  p root  of  the  genuinenefs  ot  the  book,  to  the 
teftimony  of  the  whole  French  nation  ?  .  I  a  is 
fuppofition  fo  obvioufly  applies  to  your  a  i. fa¬ 
culty,  that  I  cannot  but  recommend  it  to  your 
impartial  attention.  But  if  this  folution  does 
not  pleafe  you,  I  defire  it  may  be  proved,  that 
the  Dan ,  mentioned  in  Gfenefts  was  the  fame 
town  as  the  Dan ,  mentioned  in  Jucges ;  I  de¬ 
fire,  further,  to  have  it  proved,  that  the  Dan, 
mentioned  in  Genefis,  was  the  name  of  a  town. 


and  not  of  a  river.  It  is  merely  faid — Abra¬ 
ham  purfued  them,  the  enemies  of  Lot,  to 
Dan.  Now  a  river  was  full  as  likely  as  a  town 
to  flop  a  purfuit.  Lot^  we  know,  was  fettled 
in  the  plain  of  Jordan  ;  and  Jordan,  we  know, 
was  compofed  of  the  united  ftreams  of  two  ri¬ 
vers,  called  Jor  and  Dan . 

Your  next  difficulty  refpedls  it’s  being 
faid  in  Gertefs — “  Yhefe  are  the  kings  that 


f 
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reigned  in  Edom  before  there  reigned  any  king 
over  the  children  of  Ifrael : — this  paffage could 
only  have  been  written,  ye  fay  (and  I  think 
you  fay  rightly),  alter  the  fir  11  king  began  to 
leign  over  lirael  ;  fo  far  from  being  written 
by  Mofes,  it  could  not  have  been  written  till 
t.je  time  of  oaul  at  the  leaf!. 77  I  admit  this 
inference,  but  I  deny  it’s  application.  A 
fmali  adaition  to  a  book  does  not  deffroy  ci¬ 
ther  the  genuinenefs  or  the  authenticity  of  the 
whole  book.  I  am  not  ignorant  of  the  man¬ 
ner  in  which  commentators  have  anfwered 
this  objection  of  Spinoza,  without  making;  the 
conceffeon  which  1  have  made  ;  but  I  have  no 
fcruple  in  admitting,  that  the  pafTage  in  quefli- 
on,  connfling  of  nine  verfes  containing  the 


gencol 


02  v  of 


fome 


kings  of  Edom,  might 


have  been  inferted  in  the  book  of  Genefis, 


"bcr  the  book  of  Chronicles  (which  was  cal- 


cJi 


led  in  Greek  by  a  name  importing,  that  it  con¬ 
tained  things  left  out  in  other  books)  was 
written.  The  learned  have  {hewn,  that  in¬ 
terpolations  have  happened  to  other  books  ; 
but  thefe  infertions  by  other  hands  have  never 
been  confidered  as  invalidating  the  authority 
cf  thofe  books. 

“  Take  away  from  Genefis,”  you  fay, 
a  the  belief  that  Mofes  was  the  author,  on 
which  only  the  flrange  belief  that  it  is  the 
Word  of  God  has  flood,  and  there  remains 
nothing  of  Genefis  but  an  anonymous  book 
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©fftories,  fables,  traditionary  or  invented  ab- 
furdities,  or  of  downright  lies.” — -What  !  is 
it  a  ftory  then,  that  the  world  had  a  beginning, 
and  that  the  author  of  it  was  God  ?  If  you 
deem  this  a  ftory,  I  am  not  diluting  with  a 
deiftical  philofopher,  but  with  an  atheiftic 
madman.  Is  it  a  ftory,  that  our  firft  parents 
fell  from  a  paradifiacal  (fate — that  this  earth 
was  deft  roved  by  a  deluge — that  Noah  and 
his  family  were  preferved  in  the  ark,  and  that 
the  world  has  been  repeopled  by  his  defen¬ 
dants  ?— Look  into  a  book  fo  common  that 
almoft  every  body  has  it,  and  fo  excellent 
that  no  perfon  ought  to  be  without  it — 'G re¬ 
fills  on  the  truth  of  the  chriftian  religion — - 
and  you  will  there  meet  with  abundant  tefti- 
mony  to  the  truth  of  all  the  principal  fadls  re¬ 
corded  in  Genefis.  The  teftimony  is  not 
that  of  jews,  chriftians,  and  priefts  ;  it  is 
the  teftimony  of  the  philofophers,  hiftorians, 
and  poets  of  antiquity.  The  oldeft  book  in 
the  world  is  Genefis  ;  and  it  is  remarkable 
that  thofe  books  which  come  neareft  to  it  in 
age,  are  thofe  which  make,  cither  the  mo  ft 
diftirfe  mention,  or  the  moft  evident  allufion 
to  the  facts  related  in  Genefis  concerning  the 
formation  of  the  world  from  a  chaotic  mafs, 
the  primeval  innocence  and  fubfequent  fall  of 
man,  the  longevity  of  mankind  in  the  fir  ft  ages 
®f  the  world,  the  depravity  of  the  aatedeluvi- 
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nns,  and  the  deftru&ion  of  the  world. _ Read 

the  tenth  chapter  of  Oenefis — It  may  appear 
to  you  to  contain  nothing  but  an  uninterefling 
narration  of  the  defendants  of  Sbem>  Ham^ 
and  Jap-bet h  ;  a  mere  fable,  an  invented  ab-* 
furdity,  a  downright  lie.  No,  fir,  it  is  one 
of  the  moil  valuable,  and  the  moil  venerable 
records  of  antiquity.  It  explains  what  all 
profane  hiilorians  were  ignorant  of — the  ori¬ 
gin  of  nations.  Had  it  told  us,  as  other 
books  do,  that  one  nation  had  fprung  out  of 
•  the  earth  they  inhabited';  another  from  a  crick¬ 
et  or  grafshopper  ;  another  from  an  oak  ;  an¬ 
other  from  a  mufiiroom  ;  another  from  a  dra¬ 
gon’s  tooth  ;  then  indeed  it  would  have  me¬ 


rited  the  appellation  you,  with  fo  much  teme¬ 
rity,  bellow  upon  it.  In  lead  of  thefe  abfur- 
dities,  it  gives  fuch  an  account  of  peopling 
the  earth  after  the  delude,  as  no  other  book 
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m  the  world  ever  did  give  ;  and  the  truth  of 
which  all  other  books  in  the  world,  which 
contain  any  thing  on  the  fubjedl,  confirm. 
The  laft  verfe  of  the  chapter  fays — “  Thefe 
are  the  families  of  the  fons  of  Noah,  after 
their  generations,  in  their  nations  ;  and  by 
thefe  were  the  nations  divided  in  the  earth, 
after  the  flood.”  It  would  require  great 
learning  to  trace  out,  precifely,  either 
the  actual  fituation  of  all  the  countries  in 
which  thefe  founders  of  empires  fettled,  or 
to  afeertain  the  extent  of  their  dominions. 


(  4i  ) 

Phis,  however,  has  been  done  by  various  au~ 
hors,  to  the  fat  is  fact  ion  of  all  competent  judg- 
s  ;  fo  much  at  leaf!  to  my  fatisfadfion,  that 

ad  I  no  other  proof  of  the  authenticity 

f  Genefis,  I  fhould  confider  this  as  fuf- 
cient.  But,  without  the  aid  of  learn- 

ig,  any  man  who  can  barely  read  his  Bible, 
nd  has  but  heard  of  fu*ch  people  as  the  As¬ 
ians,  the  Elamites ,  the  Lydians ,  the  Modes , 
le  Ionian  s,  the  Thracians ,  wall  readily  ac- 
n  owl  edge  that  they  had  A  (fur,  and  Elam, 
ad  Lud ,  and  Madai ,  and  Javan,  and  Tiras , 
randions  of  Noah,  {ox  their  refpedfive  foun¬ 
ds;  and  knowing  this,  he  will  not  I  hope, 
art  with  his  Bible,  as  a  fyftem  of  fables.  I 
n  no  enemy  to  philofophy  ;  but  when  phi- 
fophy  would  rob  me  of  my  Bible,  I  mu  ft  fay 
‘  G  as  Cicero  Paid  of  the  twelve  tables, — 
his  little  book  alone  exceeds  the  libraries  of 
1  the  philosophers  in  the  weight  ofits  autho- 
ty,  and  in  the  extent  of  its  utility. 

From  the  abufe  of  the  Bible,  you  proceed 
that  of  Mofes,  and  again  bring  forward  the 
bjeef  of  his  wars  in  the  land  of  Canaan, 
here  are  many  men  who  look  upon  all  war 
would  to  God  that  all  men  law  it  in  the  fame 
du  !  )  with  extreme  abhorrence,  as  aftlidting 
ankind  with  calamities  not  necefTary,fhock- 
g  to  humanity,  and  repugnant  to  reafon.  But 
it  repugnant  to  reafon  that  God  fhould,  by 
exprefs  abt  of  his  providence,  deflroy  a 


wicked  nation  !  I  am  fond  of  confldering  the 
goodnds  of  God  as  the  leading  principle  of 
his  condudf  towards  mankind,  of  confldering 
his  j uftice  as  fubfervient  to  his  mercy.  He 
puni flies  individuals  and  nations  with  the  rod 
of  his  wrath  ;  but  i  am  perfuaded  that  all  his 
punifhments  originate  in  his  abhorrence  of 
fin ;  are  calculated  to  leflen  its  influence: 
and  are  proofs  of  his  goodnefs  ;  inafmuch  as 
it  may  not  be  poflible  for  Omnipotence  itfelf 
to  communicate  fupreme  happinefs  to  the  hu¬ 
man  race,  w'hilft  they  continue  fervants  of  fin. 
The  deftrudfion  of  the  Canaanites  exhibits  to 
HI  nations,  in  all  ages,  a  fignal  proof  of  God’s* 
difpleafure  againfl  fin;  it  has  been  to  others, 
and  it  is  to  ourfelves,  a  benevolent  warning. 
Mofes  would,  have  been  the  wretch  you  re- 
prefent  him,  had  he  adted  by  his  own  authority 
alone ;  but  you  may  as  reafonably  attribute 
cruelty  and  murder  to  the  judge  of  the  land 
in  condemning  criminals  to  death,  as  butche¬ 
ry  and  maflacre  to  Mofes  in  executing  the 
command  of  God. 

The  Midianites,  through  the  counfel  of 
Balaam,  and  by  the  vicious  inftrumentality  of 
their  women,  had  fed  need  a  part  of  the  Ifrael- 
ites  to  idolatry  ;  to  the  impure  worfhip  of 
their  infamous  god,  Baalpeor  : — for  this  of¬ 
fence,  twenty-four  thoufand  Ifraelites  had  pe¬ 
ri  med  in  a  plague  from  heaven,  and  Mofes  re¬ 
ceived  a  command  from  God  “  to  fmite  the 
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^lidianites  who  had  beguiled  the  people.  Am 
rmy  was  equipped,  and  fent  againft  Midian. 
Vhen  the  army  returned  victorious,  Mofes 
nd  the  princes  of  the  congregation  went  to 
ieet  it ;  u  and  Mofes  was  wroth  with  the  of¬ 
fers.”  He  obferved  the  women  captives, 
nd  he  afked  with  aftonifhment,  w  Have  ye 
aved  all  the  women  alive  ?  Behold,  .thefe 
auled  the  children  of  Ifrael,  through  the 
ounfel  of  Balaam,  to  commit  trefpafs  againft 
he  Lord  in  the  matter  of  Peer,  and  there  was 
.  {Mague  among  the  congregation. ”  lie  then 
:ave  an  order  that  the  boys  and  the  women 
hould  he  put  to  death,  but  that  the  young 
naidens  fhould  be  kept  alive  for  themfelves. 

fee  nothing  in  this  proceeding,  but  good  po- 
icy,  combined  with  mercy.  The  young  men 
night  have  become  dangerous  avenrers  of, 
vhat  they  would  efteem  their  country’s 
vrongs  ;  the  mothers  might  have  again  allur- 
d  the  Ifraelitesto  the  love  of  licentious  plea- 
ures  and  the  practice  of  idolatry,  and  brought 
mother  plague  upon  the  congregation  ;  but 
lie  young  maidens,  not  being  polluted  by  the 
lagitious  habits  of  their  mothers,  nor  likely 
o  create  difturbance  by  rebellion,  were  kept 
Jive.  You  give  a  different  turn  to  the  mat¬ 
er  ;  you  fay — “  that  thirty- two  thoufand  wo- 
ncn-children  were  configned  to  debauchery 
>y  the  order  of  Mofes.5’— Prove  this,  and  I 
vill  allow  that  Mofes  was  the  horrid  monfter 


you  make  him — provre  this,  and  I  will  allow 
that  the  Bible  is  what  you  call  it — u  a  book 
of  lies,  wickednefs,  and  blafphemy” — prove 
this,  or  excufe  my  warmth  if  I  fay  to  you,  as 
Paul  faid  to  Jllymus  the  forcerer,  who  fought 
to  turn  away  Sergius  Paulus  from  the  faith, 
cc  O  full  of  all  fubtilty  and  of  all  mifchief, 
thou  child  of  the  devil,  thou  'enemy  of  all  righ- 
teoufnefs,  wilt  thou  not  ceafe  to  pervert  the 
right  ways  of  the  Lord  ?7;— I  did  not,  when  I 
began  thefe  letters,  think  that  I  fhould  have 
been  moved  to  this  feverity  of  rebuke,  by  any 
tning  you  could  have  written  ;  but  when  fo 
grofs  a  mifreprefentation  is  made  of  God’s 
proceedings,  coolnefs  would  be  a  crime.  The 
wofnen-children  were  not  referved  for  the 
purpofes  of  debauchery,  but  of  flavery  ; — a 
cuffom  abhorrent  from  our  manners,  but  every 
where  pracfifed  in  former  times,  and  {fill  prac- 
ti  fed  in  countries  where  the  benignity  of  the 
chriflian  religion  has  not  fofcened  the  ferocity 
of  human  nature.  You  here  admit  a  part  of 
the  account  given  in  the  Bible  refpecling  the 
expedition  rigainft  Midi  an  to  be  a  true  ac¬ 
count  ;  it  is  not  unreafonable  to  defire  that 
you  will  admit  the  whole,  or  (hew  fumcient 
reafon  why  you  admit  one  part,  and  rej eel  the 
other.  1  will  mention  the  part  to  which  you 
have  paid  no  attention.  The  Ifraelitifti  army 
confifted  but  of  twelve  thoufand  men,  a  mere 
handful  whenoppofed  to  the  people  of  Midi- 
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n  ;  yet,  when  the  officers  made  a  mufter  of 
ieir  troops  after  their  return  from  the  war, 
ley  found  that  they  had  not  loll  a  Ingle  man  ! 

1.  his  ci  rerun  fiance  ftruck  them  as  fodccifive 
n  evidence  of  God’s  interpofition,  that  out  of 
tie  fpoils  they  had  taken  they  offered  u  an  ed¬ 
ition  to  the  Lord,  an  atonement  for  their 
)uls.”  Do  but  believe  what  the  captains  of 
loufands,  and  the  captains  of  hundreds,  be- 
eved  at  the  time  when  thefe  things  happen™ 
d,  and  we  (hall  never  more  hear  of  your  oh~ 
icfibns  to  the  Bible,  from  it’s  account  of  the 
fars  of  Mofes. 


You  produce  two  or  three  other  objections 
ffpedii  ng  the  genuinenefs  of  the  fir  ft  five 
ooks  of  the  Bible. — I  cannot  ftop  to  notice 
lem  :  every  commentator  anfwers  them  in  a 

#  j 

tanner  fuited  to  the  apprehenfion,  even  of  a 
iere  Englifh  reader.  You  calculate,  to  the 
toufandth  part  of  an  inch,  the  length  of  the 
on  bed  of  Og  the  king  of  Bafon  ;  but  you 
o  not  prove  that  the  bed  was  too  big  for  the 
ody,  or  that  a  Patagonian  would  have  been 
)ft  in  it.  You  make  no  allowance  for  the 
ze  of  a  royal  bed  ;  nor  f>ver  fufpebt  that  king 
)g  might  have  been  poffeffed  with  the  fame 
md  of  vanity,  which  occupied  the  mind  of 
ing  Alexander,  when  he  ordered  his  foldiers 
)  enlarge  the  fize  of  their  beds,  that  they 
light  give  the  Indians,  in  fucceeding  ages,  a 
reat  idea  of  the  prodigious  ftature  of  a  Ma- 


( 
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cc donian.  In  many  parts  of  your  work  yot 
fp^ak  much  m  commendation  of  fcience.  ] 
'  join  with  you  in  every  commendation  you  car 
give  it  :  but  you  fpeak  of  it  in  fuch  a  mannei 
as  gives  room  to  believe,  that  you  are  a  grea 
proficient  in  it;  if  this  be  the  calc,  I  wouk 
recommend  a  problem  to  your  attention,  th< 
folut'ion  of  which  you  will  readily  allow  to  b< 
far  above  the  powers  of  a  man  converfant  on- 
ly,  as  you  reprefent  priefts  and  biflicps  to  be 

in  hlc^hxc,  hoc .  The  problem  is  this _ Tc 

determine  the  height  to  which  a  human  body 
preferving  it's  fimilarity  of  figure,  may  b< 
augmented,  before  it  will  perilh  by  its  owi 
weight. — When  you  have  folved  this  problem 
we  (hall  know  whether  the  bed  of  the  king  o 
Bafon  was  too  big  for  any  giant  ;  whethe 
the  exigence  of  a  man  twelve  or  fifteen  fee 
high  is  in  the  nature  of  things  impoilible 
My  philofophy  teaches  me  to  doubt  of  man' 
things  ;  but  it  does  not  teach  me  to  rejeft  eve 
r J  tdtimony  which  is  oppofite  to  my  expert 
ence:  had  1  been  born  in  Shetland,  I  could 
on  proper  teflimony,  have  believed  in  the  ex 
iff  ence  of  the  Lincolnfhire  ox,  or  of  the  larg 
eft  dray-horfe  in  London ;  though  the  oxei 
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and  hones  in  Shetland  had  not  been  Oicro- 
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letter  IV . 


HAVING  finished  your  objedlions  to  the 
genuinenefs  of  the  books  of  Mofes,  you 
proceed  to  your  remarks  on  the  book  of  joihu- 
a  ;  and  from  it’s  internal  evidence,  you  endea¬ 
vour  to  prove,  that  this  book  was  not  written, 
by  Jofhua.— What  then  ?  what  is  your  con- 
cluiion  ? — cc  that  it  is  anonymous  end  with¬ 
out  authority. 5? — Stop  a  little  ;  your  conclu¬ 
sion  is  not  connected  with  your  premifes  ; 
your  friend  Euclid  would  have  been  afhamed 
of  it.  cc  Anonymous,  and  therefore  without 
authority  !??  I  have  noticed  this  folecifm  be 
fore  ;  but  as  ypu  frequently  bring  it  forward, 
and,  indeed,  your  book  (lands  much  in  need  ol 
it,  I  will  fubmit  to  your  confederation  another 
©bfervation  on  the  lubjedh  1  he  book  called 
Fleta  is  anonymous  ;  but  it  is  not  on  that  ac¬ 
count  without  authority.  Domefday  book  is 
anonymous,  and  was  written  above  (even  hun¬ 
dred  years  ago  ;  yet  our  courts  of  law  do  not 
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hold  it  to  be  without  authority,  as  to  th 


it  iacv 


related  in  it.  Yes,  you  will  fay,  but  this  book 
has  been  preferved  with  fmgular  care  amongft 
the  records  of  the  nation.  And  who  told  you 
that  the  jews  had  no  records,  or  that  they  did 
not  preferve  them  with  fmgular  care  ?  Jofe- 
phus  fays  the  contrary:  and,  in  the  Bible  it- 
felf  an  appeal  is  made  to  many  books,  which 
have  perilled  :  fuch  as  the  book  of  Jafher, 
the  book  of  Nathan,  of  Abijah,  of  Iddo,  of 
Jehu,  of  natural  hiftory  by  Solomon,  of  the 
acts  of  Manafleh,  and  others  which  might  be 
mentioned.  If  any  one,  having  accefs  to  the 
journals  of  the  Lords  and  Commons,  to  the 
books  of  the  treafury,  war  office,  privy  coun¬ 
ci],  and  other  public  documents,  fhould  at  this 
day  write  an  hiftory  of  the  reigns  of  George 
the  fir  ft  and  fecond,  and  fhould  publifh  it 
without  his  name,  would  any  man,  three  or 
four  hundreds  or  thoufands  cf  years  hence, 
queftion  the  authority  of  that  book,  when  he 
knew  that  the  whole  Britifh.  nation  had  re¬ 
ceived  it  as  an  authentic  hook  from  the  time 
of  it’s  fir  ft  publication  to  the  age  in  which  he 
lived  ?  This  fuppofition  is  in  point.  The 
books  of  the  Old  reftament  were  compofcJ 
from  the  records  of  the  Jcwifh  nation,  and 
they  have  been  received  as  true  by  that  nation, 
from  the  time  in  which  they  were  written  to 
the  preferit  day.  Dodflcv’s  Annual  Begifter 


is  an  anonymous  book. 


only 
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name  of  its  editor  ;  tne  New  Annual  Regis¬ 
ter  is  an  anonymous  book  ;  the  Reviews  are 
anonymous  books  ;  but  do  we,  or  will  our 
po fieri  ty,  efteem  thefe  books  of  no  authority  ? 
Cn  the  contrary,  they  are  admitted  at  p refen t, 
and  will  be  received  in  after  ages,  as  authori¬ 
tative  records  of  the  civil,  military,  and  litera¬ 
ry  hi  (doty  of  England  and  of  Europe.  So 
little  foundation  is  there  for  o  jr  being  ffartled 

by  your  abortion,  Ci  It  is  anonymous  and  with¬ 
out  authority.” 

i  am  right  in  this  reafoning,  (and  I  pro- 
tert  to  you  that  I  do  not  fee  any  error  in  it,) 
all  tne  arguments  you  adduce  in  proof  that 
tne  book  of  Joihua  was  not  written  by  Jofhua, 
noi  tciat  of  Samuel  by  Samuel,  are  nothing 
:o  the  purpofe  for  which  you  have  brought 
^iem  forward:  tnefe  books  maybe  books  of 
utnoiky,  though  all  you  advance  againff  the 
^enumenTs  of  them  ill o a  I  d  be  granted.  No 
trticle  of  faith  js  injured  by  allowing  that  there 
s  no  men  poll  rive  proof,  when  or  by  whom 
:fte!e,  ana  Some  other  books  of  holy  Scripture, 
►vere  written,  as  to  exclude  all  poffibility  of 
fount  and  cavil.  There  is  no  necefiitv,  in- 
ieea,  to  allow  this.  The  chronological  and 
uitonca,  cl i flic ul ties,  which  others  before  you 
law  pi  oTc Vo,  have  been  anfwered,  and  as 

?  ^  j  SfyaLe^  Par':  °f  them,  Sowell  anfwered, 
nat  1  will  not  wade  the  reader's  time  by  en- 

2nnS  into  a  particular  examination  of  them. 
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You  make  yourfelf  merry  with  what  v«u 
e-all  the  tail  of  the  fun  {landing  ftill  upon 
.mount  Gibeon,  and  the  moon  in  the  valley  of 
Ajalon  ;  and  you  fay  that  “  the  {lory  detecls 
kfelf,  bccaufe  there  is  not  a  nation  in  the  world 
that  knows  anv  thin£  about  it.5’  How  can 
you  expect  that  there  ihould,  when  there  is  not 
a  nation  in  the  world  whofe  annals  reach  this 
aera  by  many  hundred  years  ?  It  happens, 
however,  that  you  are  probably  miftaken  as 
to  the  fa£t :  a  confuted  tradition  concerning 
this  miracle,  and  a  fimilar  one  in  the  time  of 
Aha?;,  when  the  fun  went  back  ten  degrees, 
has  been  preferved  amongft  one  of  the  moll 
ancient  nations,  as  we  are  informed  by  one  of 
the  mote  ancient  hiftoriaas.  Herodotus,  in 
his  Euterpe,  fpeaking  of  the  Egyptian  prietes, 
fays — cc  They  told  me  that  the  fun  had  four 
times  deviated  from  his  courfe,  having  twice 
li fen  where  he  uniformly  goes  down,  and 
twice  gone  down  where  he  uniformly  rifes. 
This  however  had  produced  no  alteration  in 
the  climate  of  Egypt  ;  the  fruits  of  the  earth 
and  the  phenomena  of  the  Nile  had  always 
been  the  fame.”  (Beloe’s  Tranfl.)  The 
late  part  of  this  obfervation  confirms  the  con¬ 
jecture,  that  this  account  of  the  Egyptian 
prietes  had  a  reference  to  the  two  miracles  ref- 
pecling  the  fun  mentioned  in  feripture;  for 
they  were  not  of  that  kind,  which  could  in¬ 
troduce  any  change  in  climates  or  feafons. 
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You  would  have  been  contented  to  admit  the 
account  of  this  miracle  as  a  fine  piece  of  po¬ 
etical  imagery ; — yo-u  may  have  feen  feme 
jewifh  doctors,  and  fome  chriftian  commen¬ 
tators,  who  confider  it  as  fuch  ;  but  improper¬ 
ly,  in  my  opinion.  I  think  it  idle,  at  leafl,  if 
not  impious,  to  undertake  to  explain  how  the 
miracle  was  performed  ;  but  one  who  is  not 
able  to  explain  the  mode  of  doing  a  thing,  ar¬ 
gues  ill  if  he  thence  infers  that  the  thing  was 
not  done.  We  are  perfectly  ignorant  how 
the  lun  was  formed,  how  the  planets  were 
projected  at  the  creation,  how  they  are  (till  re¬ 
tained  in  their  orbits  by  the  power  of  gravity  ; 
but  we  admit,  notwithstanding,  that  the  fun 
was  formed,  that  the  planets  were  then  pro¬ 
jected,  and  that  they  are  {till  retained  in  their 
ormts.  i  he  machine  of  the  univerfe  is  in 
the  hand  of  God  ;  he  can  {fop  the  motion  of 
any  part,  or  of  the  whole  of  it,  with  lefs 
trouble  and  lefs  danger  of  ini u ring  it,  than  you 
can  flop  your  watch.  In  teltimony  of  the 
reality  of  the  miracle,  the  author  of  the  book 
fays  — 'c  Is  not  this  written  in  the  book  of 
Jaiher  — No  author  in  his  fenfes  would 
have  appealed,  in  proof  of  his  veracity,  to  a 
book  which  did  not  exiil,  or  in  atteffation  of 
a  fa 61  which,  though  it  did  exifl,  was  not  re¬ 
corded  in  it ;  we  may  fafely  therefore  conclude, 
•tear,  at  tile  time  the  hook  of  Jofhua  was  V/rit- 
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ten,  there  was  Inch  a  book  as  the  book  of 
Jafher,  and  that  the  miracle  of  the  fun’s 
Handing  Hill  was  recorded  in  that  book.  But 
tnis  o  bier  vat  ion,  you  will  fay,  does  not  prove 
the  fact  of  the  fun’s  having  Hood  Hill :  I  have 
not  produced  it  as  a  proof  of  that  fadt ;  but  it 
proves  that  the  author  of  the  book  of  Jofhua 
believed  the  fact,  that  the  people  oflfrael  ad¬ 
mitted  the  authority  of  the  book  of  Jafher. 
An  appeal  to  a  fabulous  book  would  have 
oeen  as  fenfelefs  an  infult  upon  their  under- 
Handing,  as  it  would  have  been  to  our’s,  had 
Rapin  appealed  to  the  Arabian  Night’s  En¬ 
tertainment,  as  a  proof  of  the  battle  of  Raf¬ 
tings. 

I  cannot  attribute  much  weight  to  your 
argument  againft  the  genuinenefs  of  the  book 
of  Jofhua,  from  it’s  being  faid  that — C£  Jofhua 
burned  Ai,  and  made  it  an  heap  forever,  even 
a  delolation  unto  this  day.”  Jofhua  lived 
t  wenty-four  years  after  the  burning  of  Ai :  and 
if  he  wrote  his  hiftory  in  the  latter  part  of  his 
life,  what  abfurdity  is  there  in  faying,  Ai  is 
Hill  in  ruins,  or  Ai  is  in  ruins  to  this  very 
day  ?  A  young  man,  who  had  fecn  the  heads 
of  the  rebels,  in  forty-five,  when  they  were 
jirft  Huck  upon  poles  at  Temple-Bar,  might, 
twenty  years  afterwards,  in  atteHation  of  his 
veracity  in  fpeaking  of  the  fa£f,  have  jufrly 
faid — And  they  are  there  to  this  very  day. 
Whoever  wrote  the  gofpel  of  St.  Matthew,  it 


was  written  not  many  centuries,  probably  (I 
bad  aim  oft  faid  certainly)  not  a  quarter  of  one 
century  after  the  death  of  Jefus  ;  yet  the  au¬ 
thor,  fpeaki ng  of  the  potter’s  field  which  had 
been  purchafed  by  the  chief  priefls  with  the 
money  they  had  given  Judas  to  betray  his 
mafter,  fays,  that  it  was  therefore  called  the 
of  blood  unto  this  day  ;  and  in  another 
place  he  fays,  that  the  ffory  of  the  body  of  Je¬ 
fus  being  ftolen  out  of  the  fepulchre  was  com¬ 
monly  reported  among  the  jews  until  this  day . 
Mofcs,  in  his  old  age,  had  made  ufe  of  a  limi- 
lar  expreflion,  when  he  put  the  Ifraelites  in 
mind  of  what  the  Lord  had  done  to  the  Egyp¬ 
tians  in  the  red  fea,  <c  The  Lord  hath  deflroy- 
ed  them  unto  this  day.  (Dent.  xi.  4.) 

Ix  the  laft  chapter  of  the  book  of  Joflma  it 
is  related,  that  Jofhua  afiembled  all  the  tribes 
oflfraei  to  Shechem  ;  and  the*re,  in  the  pre- 
Encc  or  the  elders  and  principal  men  oflfraei, 
ae  recapitulated,  in  a  fhort  fpeech,  all  that 
croci  had  done  for  their  nation,  from  the  call¬ 
ing  of  Abraham  to  that  time,  when  they  were 
etded  in  the  land  which  God  had  promifed 
o  their  forefathers.  In  ft  nifhing  his  fpeech 
it*  faid  to  them — u  Choofe  you  this  day  whom 
/ou  will  ferve,  wh ether  the  gods  which  your 
athers  ferved,  that  were  on  the  other  fide  of 
ne  flood,  or  the  gods  of  the  Arno  rites,  in 
A/hofe  land  ye  dwell :  but  as  for  me  and  my 
loute,  we  will  ferve  the  Lord.  And  the  peo- 
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pie  anfwered  and  fa  id,  God  forbid  that  we 
Should  forfakc  the  Lord,  to  ferve  ether  Gods.’* 
Jofhua  urged  farther,  that  God  would  not  fuf- 
ier  them  to  worfhip  other  gods  in  feilowihip 
with  him  ;  they  anfwered,  that  u  they  would 
ferve  the  Lord.”  Jofhua  then  faid  to  them, 
a  h  e  are  wilnefies  againfl  yourfelves  that  ye 
have  chofen  you  the  Lord  to  ferve  him.  And 
they  faid,  we  are  wi todies.”  Here  was  a  fo- 
lemn  covenant  between  Jofhua  on  the  part  of 
the  Lord,  and  all  the  men  of  Ifrael,  on  their 
own  part. — T  he  text  then  fays—1 cc  So  Jofhua. 
made  a  covenant  with  the  people  that  day,  and 
fet  them  a  flatute  and  an  ordinance  in  She- 
chem,  and  Jojhua  wrote  the  ft  words  in  the 
look  of  the  law  of  God.”  Here  is  a  proof  of 
two  things — hi  ll,  that  there  was  then,  a  few 
years  after  the  death  of  Mofes,  exi. fling,  a 
book  called  T  he  Book  of  the  Law  of  God  ; 
the  lame,  without  doubt,  which  Mofes  had 
written,  and  committed  to  the  citffody  of  the 
Levites,  that  it  might  be  kept  in  the  ark  of 
tne  covenant  of  the  Lord,  that  it  might  be  a 
witnefs  againft  them — fecondly,  that  Jofhua 
wrote  a  part  at  lead  of  his  own  tranfadions 


in  that  very  book,  as  an  addition  to  it.  It  is 
not  a  proof  that  he  wrote  all  his  own  tr  an  fac¬ 
tions  in  any  book;  but  I  fubmit  entirely  to 
the  judgment  of  every  candid  man,  whether 
this  proof  of  his  having  recorded  a  very  mate¬ 
ria]  tranf’dicn,  does  not  make  it  probable  that 
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he  recorded  other  material  transitions  ;  that 
he  wrote  a  chief  part  of  the  book  of  Joihua  i 
and  that  fu'ch  things  as  happened  after  his 
death,  have  been  inferted  in  it  by  others,  in 
order  to  render  the  hiftory  more  complete. 

The  book  of  Joihua,  chap.  vi.  ver.  26,  is 
quoted  in  the  firft  hook  of  Kings,  chap.  xvi. 
34.  In  his  ( Ahab’s)  days  did  Biel  the  Beth- 
elite  build  Jericho  :  he  laid  the  foundation 
thereof  ia  Abiram  his  fir  ft  born,  and  let  up 
the  gates  thereof  in  his  youngeft  Ion  Segub, 
according  to  the  word  of  the  Lord,  which  he 
Spake  by  Jofhua  the  Ion  or  Nun.”  Here  is  a 
proof  that  the  hook  of  joihua  is  older  than  the 
firft  book  of  Kings:  but  that  is  not  all  which 
may  reafon ably  be  inferred,  I  do  not  fay  prov¬ 
ed,  from  this  quotation.' — *It  may  be  inferred 
from  the  phrafe — according  to  the’  word  of 
the  Lord  which  he  fpake  by  Jofhua  the  Ion  of 
Nun — that  Joihua  wrote  down  the  word 
which  the  Lord  had  fpoken.  In  Baruch 
(which,  though  an  apocryphal  book,  is  autho¬ 
rity  for  thispurpofe)  there  is  a  limilar  phrafe — ■ 
as  thou  fpakeft  by  thy  fervant  Moles  in  the 
day  when  thou  didft  command  him  to  write 
thy  lavj. 

I  think  it  unneccffary  to  make  any  ob- 
fervation  on  what  you  fay  relative  to  the  hook 
of  Judges?  hut  I  cannot  pafs  unnoticed  your 
cenfure  of  the  book  of  Ruth,  which  you  call 
u  an  idle  bungling  ftory,  foolifhly  told,  ns- 
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body  knows  by  whom,  about  a  drolling  coun- 
try  girl  creeping  flily  to  bed  to  her  coufin  Boaz; 
pretty  duff,  indeed,  you  exclaim,  to  be  called 
Ci_  w  ord  ofCtou  r” — It  Teems  fo  me  thatyou. 
do  not  perfectly  comprehend  what  is  meant  by 
the  exprefhon — the  Word  of  Clod — -or  he  di¬ 
vine  authority  of  the  feriptures  ; — I  will  ex¬ 
plain  it  to  you  in  the  words  of  Dr.  Law,  late 
Bifhop  of  Carl i lie,  and  in  thefe  of  St.  Audio. 
A4y  fird  quotation  is  from  bifhop  Law’s  T'he- 
ory  G  Lejigion,  a  book  not  undeferving  your 
notice. — u  1  he  true  fenfe  th#n  of  the  a  tv  in* 
authority  of  the  books  of  the  Old  Tedament, 
anu  winch  perhaps  is  enough  to  denondnat 
tnem  in  general  divinely  in/gired ,  feems  to  b 
inis  ;  that  as  in  thofe  times  God  has  all  along, 
befide  the  infpeCticn,  or  faperintendency  of 
i-is  general  providence,  interfered  upon  parti¬ 
ng1  occafions,  by  giving  exp  refs  commifiions 
to  feme  perfons  (thence  called  prophets)  to 
declare  his  will  in  various  manners,  and  de¬ 
grees  of  evidence,- as  bed  f u i ted  the  occafi on,‘ 
time,  and  nature  of  the  fubjedf;  and  in  all 
oieKr  cafes,  left  them  wholly  to  thcmfelves  : 
in  like  manMer,  he  has  interpofed  his  more 
immediate  aid  da  nee  (and  notified  it  to  them, 
as  they1  did  to  the  world,)  in  the  recording  of 
thefe  revelations  ;  fo  far  as  that  was  necefary 
amidd  the  common  (but  frosi  hence  termed 
/acred)  hi  dory  of  thofe  times  \  and  mixed 
with  various  other  occurrences  \  in  which  the 
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riflorians  own  natural  qualifications  were 
Sufficient  to  enable  him  to  relate  things,  with 
:11  the  accuracy  they  required.” — The  paflage 
rom  St.  Auftin  is  this — .«  I  am  of  opinion, 
hat  thofe  men  to  whom  the  Holy  Ghofl  re¬ 
pealed  what  ought  to  be  received  as  authorita- 
ive  in  religion,  mig  .t  write  forne  things  as 
aen  with  hilborical  diligence,  and  other  things 
s  prophets  by. divine  infpiration;  and  that 
hefe  things  are  fo  diflinft,  that  the  former 
nay  be  attributes  to  t hern  1  elves  as  contributi¬ 
ng  to  the  increafe  of  knowledge," and  the  lat¬ 
er  to  God  fpeaking  by  them  things  apoertain- 
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ng  to  the  authority  of  religion.' ” — Whether 
his  opinion  be  right  or  wrong,  I  do  not  hsre 
nquire  ;  it  is  the  opinion  of  mjjny  learned 
len  and  good  chritfians  :  and,  if  you  will 
dopt  it  as  your  opinion,  you  will  fee  caufe 
erhaps  to  become  a  chridian  your  (elf;  and 
ou  will  fee  came  to  confider  chronological, 
eographical  or  genealogical  errors— appa- 
ent  mi ftakes  or  real  contradictions  as  to  hif- 
erical  faffs — needlefs  repetitions  and  trifling 
nterpolations— indeed  you  will  fee  cauie  to 
onfider  all  the  principal  objections  of  your 
be  abfolutely  without  foundation, 
but  the  hi  hie  as  coinpofed  by  up- 
nd  well  informed,  -though  in  fome 
ints,  fallible  men  (for  I  exclude  all  fallibi- 
7  when  they  profeis-to  deliver  the  Word  of 
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receive  it  as  a  book  ro. 


veali'ng  to  you,  in  many  parts,  the  exprefs  will 
of  God  j  and  in  other  parts,  relating  to  you 
the  ordinary  hi  (lory  of  the  times.  Give  but 
the  authors  of  the  bibie  that  credit  which  you 
give  to  other  hiftorians  ;  believe  them  to  de¬ 
liver  the  word  of  God,  when  they  tell  you  that 
they  do  fo  ;  believe,  when  they  n  late  other 
things  as  of  themfelves  and  not  of  the  Lord,  thsit 
they  wrote  to  the  beft  of  their  knowledge  and 
capacity,  anil  you  will  be  in  your  belief  fome- 
thing  very  different  from  a  deift;  you  may 
not  be  allowed  to  alp  ire  to  the  character  cfaea 
orthodox  believer,  but  you  will  riot  be  an  un¬ 


believer  in  the  divine  authority  of  the  Bible  5 
though  you  fhould  admit  human  mi  Lakes  and 
human  opinions  to  ex  iff  in  feme  parts  of  if* 
This  I  take  to  be  the  fir  ft  ftep  towards  the  ra¬ 
in  oval  of  the  doubts  of  many  fceptical  men  ; 
and  when  they  are  advanced  thus  far,  the  grace 
of  God  abiding  a  teachable  difpofition,  and  a 
pious  intention,  may  earry  them  on  to  per¬ 
fection. 

As  to  Ruth,  you  do  an  injury  to  her  cha¬ 
racter.  She  was  not  a  {trailing  country  gkL 
She  had  been  married  ten  years  ,  and  being 
left  a  widow  without  children,  flic  accompa¬ 
nied  her  mother-in-law,  returning  into  her 
.native  country,  out  of  which  with  her  hufband 
and  her  two  Tons  Ore  had  been  driven  by  a  fa¬ 


mine.  The  difturbances  in  France  have 
driven  many  men  with  their  families  ta  Amr- 
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rlca :  if,  ten  years  hence,  a  woman,  having; 
loft  her  hufband  and  her  children,  fhould  return 
to  France  with  a  daughter-in-law,  would  you 
be  iuftihed  in  calling  the  daughter-in-law  a 
ft  rolling  country  girl  ?— cc  But  fhe  crept  flily 
to  bed^to  her  coufin  Boaz.” — I  do  not  find 
it  in  the  hiftorv* — as  a  perfon  imploring  pro¬ 
tection,  fhe  laid  herfelf  down  at  the  foot  of  an 
a<red  kinfman’s  bed,  and  fhe  rofe  up  with  as 
much  innocence  as  fhe  had  laid hcrlclf  down. 
She  was  afterwards  married  to  Boaz,,  *md  re¬ 
puted  by  all  her  neighbours  a  virtuous  woman ; 
and  they  were  more  likely  to  know  her  cha- 
radler  than  you  are.  Whoever  reads  the  book 
of  Ruth,  bearing  in  mind  the  ft mplicity  of  an¬ 
cient  manners,  will  find  it  an  interefting  fto- 
ry  of  a  poor  young  woman,  following  in  a 
ftrange  land  the  advice,,  and  affectionately  at¬ 
taching  herfelf  to  the  foi  tunes  of  the  mother  of 
her  deceafed  hufband- 

The  two  books  of  Samuel  cosne  next  un¬ 
der  your  review7'. — You  proceed  to  fhew  tha*. 
thefe  books  were  not  written  by  Samuel,  that 
they  are  anonymous,  and  thence  you  conclude 
without  authority.  I  need  not  here  repeat 
what  I  have  faid  upon  the  fallacy  ct  your 
conclufton  ;  and  as  to  your  proving  that  the 
books  were  not  written  by  Samuel,  you  might 
have  fnared  yourfelf  fome  trouble  if  you  had 
recollected,  it  is  generally  admitted  that  Sa- 
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tnucl  did  not  write  any  part  of  tire  fecond  book 
which  bears  his  name,  and  only  a  part  of  the 
hrJr.  It  would  indeed,  have  been  an  cnquirv 
not  undsferving  your  notice,  in  many  parts  of 
your  work,  to  have  examined  what  was  the 
opinion  of  learned  men  refpedling  the  authors 
o,  the  feveral  books  of  the  Bible  ;  you  would 
hivey  found,  that  you  were  in  many  places 
gntmg  a  phantom  of  your  own  railing,  and 
proving  what  was  generally  admitted.  Verv 
.  Jlttle  certainty,  I  think  can  at  this  time  be  ob¬ 
tained  on  this  iubject :  but  that  you  may  have 
(ome  knowledge  of  what  has  been  conjeaured 
by  men  of  judgment,  I  will  quote  to  j-ou  a 
pa.  age  from  Dr.  Hartley’s  obiervations  on 
man.  i  ne  author  himfelf  does  not  vouch 
•  or  the  truth  of  his  obfervation,  for  he  begins 
itvyitha  fuppofttion. —  “  I  fuppofe  then,  that 
the rentateuch confifts ofthe  writings  ofMofes 
put  together  by  Samuel,  with  a  very  fewaddi- 

tio,;'; ,  tua.the  booksof  jofliuaand  Judges  were 
in  hlce  manner,  coiledted  by  him;  and. he  book 

o.  kuth,  with  the  firft  partofthe  firft  book  of 

cl  -  v‘'riUcn  by  him  ;  that  the  latter  part 
m  the  fir, I  book  of  Samuel,  and  the  fecond 
boo,c,  were  written  by  the  prophets  who  luc- 
ceed.d  Samuel,  fuppofe  Nathan  and  Gad ;  that 
the  books  ot  Kings  ar.d  Chronicles,  are  ex¬ 
tract  from  the  records  of  the  fucceedino- 

p. ophets,  concerning  their  own  times,  and 
from  the  public  genealogical  tables,  made  by 
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Ezra  ;  that  the  books  of  Ezra  and  Nehemiah 
are  collections  or  like  records,  fome  written 
by  Ezra  and  Nehemiah ,  and  fome  by  their 
predecefiors  ;  that  the  book  of  Either  was 
written  by  fome  eminent  jew,  in  or  near  the 
times  of  the  t  ran  faction  there  recorded,  per¬ 
haps  Mordecai ;  the  book  of  Job  by  a  jew,  of 
an  uncertain  time  ;  the  Pfalms  by  David,  and 
otner  pious  perfons  ;  the  books  of  Proverbs 
and  Canticles  by  Solomon  ;  the  hook  of  Ec- 
clefiaftes  by  Solomon ,  or  perhaps  by  a  jew  of 
later  times,  Ipeaking  in  his  perfon,  but  not 
wiih  an  intention  to  make  hirn  pafs  for  the 
author  ;  the  prophecies  by  the  prophets  whofe 
names  they  bear  ;  and  the  books  of  thcNew- 
i  eftament  by  the  perfons  to  whom  they  are 
ufually  afcribed.’' — I  have  produced  this  paf- 
fage  to  you  not  merely  to  fhew  you  that,  in  a 
great  part  of  your  work,  you  are  attacking 
v/nat  no  perfon  is  interefted  in  defending  ; 
but  to  convince  you,  that  a  wife  and  good 
man,  and  a  firm  believer  in  revealed  religion, 
for  fuch  was  Dr.  Hartley,  and  no  prieft,  did 
not  rejedf  the  anonymous  books  of  the  Old 
X  eftament  as  books  without  authority.  I 
fhail  not  trouble  either  you  or  myfelf  with  any 
more  observations  on  that  head  ;  you  may 
aferibe  the  two  books  of  Kings,  and  the  two 
books  of  Chronicles,  to  what  authors  you 
pleaf e  ;  lam  fatisfied  with  knowing  that  the 
annals  of  the  Jewifh  nation  were  written 
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in  the  time  of  Samuel,  and,  probably  m  all 
fucceeding  times,  by  men  of  ability,  who  lived 
in  or  near  the  times  of  which  they  write.  Of 
the  truth  of  this  obfervation  we  have  abundant 
proof,  not  only  from  the  teftimony  of  Jofephus, 
and  of  the  writers  of  the  Talmuds-,  but  from 
the  Old  Teftament  itfelf,  I  will  content  my- 
felf  with  citing  a  few  places — cc  Now  theadls 
of  David  the  king,  firft  and  laft,  behold  they 
are  written  in  the  book  of  Samuel  the  feer,  and 
in  the  book  of  Nathan  the  prophet,  and  in  the 
book  of  Gad  the  feer.”  I  Chron.  xxix.  29.— 
«  n  ow  the  reft  of  the  adls  of  Solomon,  firft 
and  laft,  are  they  not  written  in  the  hook  of 
Nathan  the  prophet,  and  in  the  prophecy  of 
Ahijah  the  Shilonite,  and  in  the  vifions  of 
Iddo,  the  feer  ?”  2  Chron.  ix.  29. — a  Now 
the  a£ls  of  Rehoboam,  firft  and  laft,  are  they 
not  written  in  the  book  of  Shemaiah  the  pro¬ 
phet,  and  of  Iddo  the  feer,  concerning  genealo- 


2  Chron.  xii.  15. — “  Now  the  reft  of 


the  adls  of  Jehofhaphat,  firft  and  laft,  behold 
they  are  written  in  the  book  of  Jehu  the  fon 
of  Hanani.”  2  Chron.  xx.  34.  Is  it  poffiblc 
for  writers  to  give  a  ftronger  evidence  of  their 
veracity,  than  by  referring  their  readers  to  the 
books  from  which  thev  had  extradledthe  ma- 
terials  of  their  hiftory  ? 

£C  T HE  two  books  of  Kings,”  you  fay,  cc  are 
little  more  than  an  hiftory  of  aiTaftinations, 
treachery  and  war.”  That  the  kings  of  Ifra®I 
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and  Judah  were  many  of  them  very  wicked 
perfons,  is  evident  from  the  hiftory  which  is, 
given  of  them  in  the  Bible  y  but  it  ought  to 
be  remembered,  that  their  wicteednefs  is  not 
to  be  attributed  to  their  religion;  nor  weie 
the  people  of  Ifrael  chofen  to  be  the  people 
of  God,  on  account  of  their  wickednefs  ;  nor 
was  their  being  chofen  a  came  of  i  .  .  On? 
may  wonder,  indeed,  that,  having  experienced 
fo  many  fingular  marks  of  Goci  s  goodnen* 
towards  their  nation,  they  did  not  at  once  be¬ 
come,  and  continue  to  be  (what  however 
they  have  long  been,)  ftrenuous  advocates  foy 
the  worihip  of  one  only  God,  the  maker  of 
Heaven  and  earth.  This  was  the  purpofe  for 
which  they  were  chofen  and  this  purpoienas  oeeri 
accompli  filed.  For  above  three  and  twenty 
hundred  years  the  j  evvs  have  uniformly  witneffed 
to  all  the  nations  of  the  earth  the  unity  of  God, 
and  his  abomination  of  idolatry.  But  as  you 
look  upon  “  the  appellation  of  the  jews  being 
God’s  chofen  people  as  a  lie  which  the  prielts 
and  leaders  of  the  jews  had  invented  to  cover 
the  bafenefs  of  their  own  characters,  and  which 
chriftian  priefts,  fometimes  as  corrupt,  and  of¬ 
ten  as  cruel,  have  profeiTed  to  believe,”  I  will 
plainly  flate  to  you  the  reafons  which  induce 
me  to  believe  that  it  is  no  //<?,  and  I  hope  they 
will  be  fuch  reafons  as  vou  will  not  attribute 


either  to  cruelty  or  c 


orruption. 
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1C  anyone  contemplating  the  univerfalitr 
«  tilings,  and  the  fabric  of  nature,  this  globe 
ot  earth,  with  the  men  dwelling  on  its  furface 
will  not  appear  (exclufive  of  the  divinity  of 
tneir  louis)  of  more  importance  than  an  hillock 
Gi  ants;  all  of  which,  fome  with  corn,  fome 
with  eggs,  fome  without  any  thing,  run  hither 
znd  thither,  buttling  about  a  little  heap  of 
euit —  I  his  is  a  thought  of  the  immortal  Ba¬ 
con;  and  it  is  admirably  fitted  to  humble  the 
pnae  of  philofophy,  attempting  to  prefcribe 
orms  to  the  proceedi  ngs  and  bounds  to  the  attri- 
utes  of  God.  We  may  as  eafilycircurafcribe  in- 
nmty,  as  penetrate  the  fecret  purpofes  of  the  Al¬ 
mighty.  There  are  but  two  ways  bywhichlcan 
acquire  any  knowledge  of  the  nature  of  the  Su¬ 
preme  Being, — by  reafon  and  by  revelation,  to 
you  who  reject  revelation  there  is  butone.  Now 
my  reafon  informs  me,  that  God  has  made  a 
great  difference  between  the  kinds  of  animals 
with  refpect  to  their  capacity  of  cnjoyino-  hap- 
pmels.  Every  kind  is  perfect  in  its  order; 

ut  it  me  compare  different  kinds  togetiier, 
one  will  appear  to  be  greatly  fuperior  to  ano¬ 
ther.  An  animal,  which  has  but  one  fenfe, 
has  but  onefource  of  happinefs  ;  but  if  it  be 
lupplied  with  what  is  fuited  to  that  fenfe,  it 
c.ijoys  all  the  happinefs  of  which  it  is  capable, 
and  is  in  its  nature  perfedt.  Other  forts  of 
animals,  which  have  two  or  three  fenfes,  and 
which  have  alfo  abundant  means  of  gratifying 
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hem,  enjoy  twice  or  thrice  as  much  happine& 
is  thofe  do  which  have  but  one/  In  the  fame 
brt  of  animals  there  is  a  great  difference 
Lmongft  individuals,  one  having  the  fenfes 
nore  perfedt,  and  the  body  lefs  fubjedt  to  dif- 
afe,  than  another.  Hence,  if  I  were  to  form 
1  judgment  of  the  divine  goodnefs  by  this  ufe 
>f  my  reafon,  I  could  not  but  fay  that  it  was 
>artial  and  unequal. — cc  What  fhall  we  fay 
hen  ?  is  God  unjuft  ?  God  forbid  !”  His 
;oodnefs  may  be  unequal,  without  being  im- 
►erfedl;  it  muftbe  eftimated  from  the  whole 
nd  not  from  a  part.  Every  order  of  beings 
s  fo  fufEcient  for  its  own  happinefs,  and  lo 
onducive  at  the  fame  time  to  the  happinefs  of 
very  other,  that  in  one  view  it  feems  to  be 
nadc  for  itfelf  alone,  and  in  another  not  for  it- 
tlf  but  for  every  other.  Could  we  compre- 
end  the  whole  of  the  immenfe  fabric  which  God 
ath  formed,  I  amperfuaded  that  we  fhouldfee 
othing  butperfedtion  harmony,  and  beauty,  in 
very  part  of  it  ;  but  whilit  we  difpute  about 
arts,  we  negledt  the  whole,  and  difeern  no¬ 
ting  but  fuppofed  anomalies  and  defects, 
.'he  maker  of  a  watch,  or  the  builder  ol  a  fhi  p, 

;  not  to  be  blamed  becaufe  a  fpedtator  cannot 
ifeover  either  the  beauty  or  the  ufe  of  dif- 
)inting  parts.  And  fhall  we  dare  to  accufe 
rod  of  injuffice,  for  not  having  diftributed 
le  gifts  of  nature  in  the  fame  degree  to  all 
inds  of  animals,  when  it  is  probable  that  thi  s 
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very  inequality  of  diftribution  may  be  th 
means  of  producing  the  greateR  fum  total  o 
happinefs  to  the  whole  fy item  ?  In  exactly  thi 
fame  manner  may  we  reafon  concerning  thi 
acts  of  Goers  efpecial  providence.  If  we  con- 
fder  any  one  act,  fuch  as  that  of  appointing 
the  Jews  to  be  his  peculiar  people,  as  uncon¬ 
nected  with  every  other,  it  may  appear  to  be  ; 
pardtJ  difplay  or  ms  goodnefs  j  it  may  excite 
doubts  concerning  the  wifdomorthe  benio-ni- 
tv  of  h. is  ai vine  nature,  lout  it  we  connecl 
the  hiltory  of  the  jews  with  that  of  other  na¬ 
tions,  from  the  moil  remote  antiquity  to  the 
ptefent  time,  we  Hi  all  difeover  that  they  were 
not  chcfen  lo  much  for  their  own  benefit,  01 
on  account  of  their  own  merit,  as  for  the  ge¬ 
neral  benctit  of  mankind.  Tothe  Egyptians* 
Lmaldeans,  Grecians,  Romans,  to  all  the  peo¬ 
ple  of  the  earth,  they  were  formerly,  and  they 
ft- c  fiiii  lo  all  civilized  nations,  a  beacon  fet 
upvon  an.  hill,  to  warn  them  from  idolatry,  to 
light  them  to  the  fan&uary  of  God,  holy, 
J  and  ^ood.  Why  {hould  we  fufpedt 
iuen  a  cmpemation  of  being  a  he  ?  when  even 
from  the  little  we  can  underftand  of  it,  we  fee 
that  it  is  founded  on  wifdom,  carried  on  for  the 
general  good,  and  analogous  to  all  that  rcafon 
teaches  us  concerning  the  nature  of  God. 

Several  things  you  obferve  are  mention¬ 
ed  in  the  book  of  the  Kings,  fuch  as  the  dry¬ 
ing  up  of  Jerofe&saEs  hand,  the  afeent  of  Eli- 
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,h  into  heaven,  the  deftruftion  of  the  children 
irho  mocked  EliHia,  and  the  refurreclion  of  a 
ead  man  thefe  circumftances  being  men- 
ioned  in  the  book  of  Kings,  and  not  men- 
ioned  in  that  of  Chronicles,  is  a  proof  to  you 
hat  they  are  lies.  I  efteem  it  a  very  erro- 
icons  mode  of  reafomng,  which,  f»om  the  it 
ence  of  one  author  concerning  a  particular 
:ircumftance,  infers  the  want  of  veracity  in 
mother  who  mentions  it;  and  this  ob.erva- 
ion  is  if  ill  more  cogent,  when  applied  to  a 
joo k  which  is  only  a  fupplement  to,  cr  an 
ibridgement  of,  other  books  :  and  under  this 
Jefcription  the  book  of  Chronicles  has  been 
confidered  by  all  writers.  But  though  you 
Krill  not  believe  the  miracle  or  the  crying  up 
>f  Jeroboam’s  hand,  what  can  you  fay  to  the 
prophecy  which  was  then  delivered  concern- 
[ no-  the  future  deftru&ion  ot  the  idolatrous  at- 
ta? of  Jeroboam  ?  The  prophecy  is  thus  writ- 
ten,  i  Kings  xiii.  a.— “  Behold  a  child  fnall 
be  born  unto  the  houfe  of  David,  Joftah  by 
name,  and  upon  thee  (the  altar)  (hall  he  oi- 
fer  the  priefts  of  the  high  places.  Kuc  is  a 
clear  prophecy  ;  the  name,  family,  .and  ©dice 
of  a  particular  perfon  are  deferibed  in  the  year 
975  (according  to  the  Bible  chronology)  be¬ 
fore  thrift.  Above  350  years  after  the  cell- 
very  of  the  prophecy,  you  will  find,  by  con- 
fultinor  the  fecond  book:  of  Kings,  (chap.  xxin. 
IS5  ib. )  this  prophecy  fulfilled  in  ah  it  *  parts^ 
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>ok  of  Chronicles  this  is  alfo  an  illegiti- 
ite  inference  from  your  pofition. — Again  a 
n  verfes  in  the  book  of  Genefis  are,  word 
•  word  the  fame  as  a  few  verfes  in  the  book 
Chronicles  ;  therefore  the  author  of  the 
ok  of  Genefis  muft  have  taken  them  from 
ironicles:  another  lame  conclufion  !  Why 
ght  not  the  author  of  the  book  of  Chroni¬ 
cs  have  taken  them  from  Genefis,  as  he  has 
:en  many  other  genealogies,  fuppofing  them 
have  been  inferted  in  Genefis  by  Samuel  ? 
it  where,  you  may  afk,  could  Samuel  or  any 
ler  perfon,  have  found  the  account  of  the 
igs  of  Edom  ?  Probably,  in  the  public  re- 
rds  of  the  nation,  which  were  certainly  as 
en  for  infpe&ion  to  Samuel,  and  the  other 
)phets,  as  they  were  to  the  author  of  Chro- 
,les.  I  hold  it  needlefs  to  employ  more 
le  on  the  fubjedf. 


LETTER  V. 


AT  length  you  come  to  two  books,  Ezra 
and  Nehemiah,  which  you  will  allow 
to  be  genuine  books,  giving  an  account  of  the 
return  of  the  jews  from  the  Babylonian  capti¬ 
vity,  about  536  years  before  Chrift  ;  but  then 
you  fay,  a  Thofe  accounts  are  nothing  to  us. 
nor  to  any  other  perfons  unlefs  it  be  to  the 
jews,  as  a  part  of  t he  hiftory  o!  their  nation  : 
and  there  is  juft  as  much  of  the  Word  of  Grod 
in  thofe  books,  as  there  is  in  any  of  tne  hifto- 
ries  of  France,  or  in  Rapin’ s  Hiftory  of  En¬ 
gland.”  Here  let  us  flop  a  moment,  and  try 
if  from  your  own  conceftions  it  be  not  poftibls 
to  confute  your  argument.  Ezra  and  Nehe- 
miah,  you  grant)  are  genuine  books  cc  but 
they  are  nothing  to  us  !”  The  very  fjrft 
verfe  of  Ezra  lays — the  prophecy  of  Jeiemiah 
was  fulfilled  is  this  nothing  to  us,  to  know 
that  Jeremiah  was  a  true  prophet  ?  Do  but 
grant  that  the  Supreme  Being  communicated 
to  any  of  the  ferns  of  men  a  knowledge  of  fa~ 
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ture  events,  fo  that  their  predictions  were 
plainly  verified,  and  you  will  find  little  diffi¬ 
culty  in  admitting  the  truth  of  revealed  reli¬ 
gion.  Is  it  nothing  to  us  to  know  that,  five 
hundred  and  thirty-fix  years  before  Chin  ft, 
the  books  of  Chronicles,  Kings,  Judges, 
Tofhua,  Deuteronomy,  Numbers,  Leviticus, 
Exodus,  Genefis,  every  book  the  authority  of 
which  you  have  attacked,  are  all  referred  to  by 
Ezra  and  Nehemiah,  as  authentic  books,  con¬ 
taining  the  hifirory  of  the  Ifraelitifh  nation 
from  Abraham  to  the  /ery  time  ?— Is  it  no¬ 
thing  to  us  to  know  that  the  hifirory  of  the 
jews  is  true  ? — It  is  every  thing  to  us  ;  for  if 
that  hifirory  be  not  true,  chrifirianity  rnufir  be 
falfe.  The  jews  are  the  root,  we  are  branch¬ 
es  u  grafted  in  amongflr  them  to  them  per¬ 
tain  “  the  adoption,  and  the  glory,  and  the  co¬ 
venants,  and  the  giving  of  the  law,  and  the 
fervice  of  God,  and  the  promifes  ;  whofe  are 
the  fathers,  and  of  whom,  as  concerning  the 
fleth,  Chrifir  came,  who  is  over  all,  God  blef- 
fed  for  ever.  Amen/’ 

The  hifirory  of  the  Old  Tefirament  has, 
without  doubt,  feme  difficulties  in  it;  but  a 
minute  philofopher,  who  bufies  himfelf  in 
fearching  them  out,  whilft  he  negleCIs  to  con¬ 
template  the  harmony  of  all  its  parts,  the  wif- 
dom  and  goodnefs  of  God  difplayed  through-* 
©ut  the  whole,  appears  to  me  to  be  like  a  pur- 
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blind  man,  who  in  furveying  a  picture,  object 
to  the  fimplicity  of  the  defign,  and  the  beaut 
of  the  execution,  from  the  afperities  he  ha 
difcovered  in  the  canvas  and  the  colouring 
The  hiftory  of  the  Old  Teftament,  notwith 
{landing  the  real  difficulties  which  occur  in  it 
notwithflanding  the  feoffs  and  cavils  of  unbe 
lievers,  appears  to  me  to  have  fuch  interna 
evidences  of  its  truth,  to  be  fo  corroborated  b 
the  moil  ancient  profane  hi  (lories,  fo  confirm 
ed  by  the  prefen t  circumflances  of  the  world 
that  if  I  were  not  a  chriflian,  I  would  become; 
jew.  Yen  think  this  hiftory  to  be  a  collec 
tion  of  lies,  contradictions,  blafphemies  : 
look  upon  it  to  be  the  oldeft,  the  trueft,  th 
rnoft  comprehenfive,  and  the  mofl  importan 
hiilory  in  the  world.  I  confider  it  as  giving 
more  fatisfaTory  proofs  of  the  being  and  at 
tributes  of  God,  of  the  origin  and  end  ofhu 
man  kind,  than  ever  was  attained  by  the  deep 
oft  researches  of  the  moft  enlightened  philofo 
pbers.  The  exercife  of  our  reafon  in  the  in 
veftitration  of  truths  refpedting;  the  nature  o 
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God,  and  the  future  expectations  ofhumai 
kind,  is  highly  ufeful  ;  but  I  hope  I  fhall  b< 
pardoned  by  the  metaphyfieians  in  faying,  tha 
the  chief  utility  of  fuch  difquifitions  confifti 
in  this — that  they  bring  us  acquainted  witl 
the  weaknets  of  our  intellectual  faculties.  ] 
do  not  ore  fume  to  mcafure  other  men  by  rm 
flandard  ;  you  may  have  clearer  notions  that 
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[  am  able  to  form  of  the  infinity  of  fpace  ;  of 
:he  eternity  of  duration  ;  of  necefiary  exifl  — 
mce;  of  the  connection  between  necefiary 
;xiftence  and  intelligence  ;  between  intelli¬ 
gence  and  benevolence  :  you  may  fee  notning 
in  the  univerfe  but  organized  matter  ;  or,  re¬ 
acting  a  material,  you  may  fee  nothing  out  an 
[deal  world.  With  a  mind  weary  of  conjec¬ 
ture,  fatigued  by  doubt,  fick  of  deputation,  ea¬ 
ger  for  knowledge,  anxious  for  certainty,  and 
unable  to  attain  it  by  the  bed  ufe  of  my  re  a  foil 
in  matters  of  the  utmoft  importance,  I  have 
Iona;  ago  turned  1117  thoughts  to  an  impartial 
examination  of  the  proofs  on  which  revealed 
religion  is  grounded,  and  I  am  convinced  of  its 
truth.  This  examination  is  a  fubjeCt  within 
the  reach  of  human  capacity  ;  you  have  come 
to  one  concluhon  refpedVmg it,  I  have  come  to 
another;  both  of  us  cannot  be  right;  may 
God  forgive  him  that  is  in  an  error  ! 

You  ridicule,  in  a  note,  the  dory  of  an  an¬ 
gel  appearing  to  Jofliua.  Y  our  mirth  you 
will  perceive  to  be  mifpiaced,  when  you  con- 
fider  the  defign  of  this  appearance  ;  it  was  to 
allure  Jofliua,  that  the  fame  God  who  had  ap¬ 
peared  to  Mofes,  ordering  him  to  pull  off  his 
Ihoes,  becaufe  he  flood  on  holy  ground,  had 
now  appeared  to  himfelf.  Was  this  no  encou¬ 
ragement  to  a  man  who  was  about  to  engage 
in  war  with  many  nations  ?  bad  it  no  tenden¬ 
cy  to  confirm  his  faith  r  W as  it  no  lefion  to 


him  to  obey,  in  all  things,  the  commands  oi 
God,  and  to  give  the  glory  of  his  conquefts  tc 
the  author  of  them,  the  God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac 
and  Jacob  ?  As  to  your  wit  about  pulling  of 
the  ihoe,  it  originates,  I  think,  in  your  igno¬ 
rance;  you  ought  to  have  known,  that  this 
rite  was  an  indication  of  reverence  for  the  di¬ 
vine  prefence  ;  and  that  the  cuflom  of  enter¬ 
ing  barefoot  into  their  temples  fubfifts,  in  fornc 
countries  to  this  day. 

You  allow  the  book  of  Ezra  to  be  a  genu- 
ine  book  :  but  that  the  author  of  it  may  noi 
efcape  without  a  blow,  you  fay,  that  in  matters 
of  record  it  is  not  to  be  depended  on,  and  as  £ 
proof  of  your  aflertion,  you  tell  us  that  the 
total  amount  of  the  numbers  who  returnee 
•from  Babylon  does  not  correfpond  with  the 
particulars  ;  and  that  every  child  may  have  ar 
argument  for  its  infidelity,  you  difplay  the 
particulars,  and  (hew  your  own  lie i  1 1  in  arith¬ 
metic  by  fum ming  them  up.  And  can  you 
fuppofe  that  Ezra,  a  man  of  great  learning, 
knew  fo  little  of  fcience,  io  little  of  the  loweil 
branch  of  fcience,  that  he  could  not  give  his 
readers  the  fum  total  of  fixty  particular  furris  r 
You  know  undoubtedly,  that  the  Hebrew 
letters  denoted  alfo  numbers,  and  that  there  was 
fuch  a  iweat  fimilarity  between  fome  of  thefe 
letters,  that  it  was  extremely  eafy  for  a  tran- 
feriber  of  a  manufeript  to  miffake  a  f°r  a  1 
(or  2  for  20 1,  a  J  for  a  ^  (or  3  for  50],  a  'J  for 
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wj  f0r  for  200).  Now  what  have  we  to- 
o  with  numerical  contradictions  in  the  Li  tie, 
ut  to  attribute  them,  where vei  urey  occui,to 
his  obvious  fource  of  error — the  inattention 
f  the  tranfcriber  in  writing  one  letter  for 

notherthat  was  like,  it  ? 

I  should  extend  thefe  letters  to  a  length 
rouhlefome  to  the  reader,  to  you,  and  to  lny- 
yf?  if  I  anfwered  minutely  every  objection, 
'ou  have  made,  and  reCtified  every  enoi  into 
vhich  you  have  fallen  *,  it  may  be  fudicient 
)rieHy  to  notice  fome  of  the  chief. 

The  charadter  reprefen  ted  in  Job  under  the 
lame  of  Satan  is,  you  fay,  “the  nrft  and^omy 
ime  this  name  is  mentioned  in  the  Ik  me. 
sfowl  find  this  name,  as  denoting  an  enemy, 
requently  occurring  in  the  Old  I  eftament 
hus  2  Sam.  xix.  22.  “  What  have  I  to  do 
vith  you,  ye  fons  ot  Zeruiah,  that  ye  thou  id 
his  day  be  adverfaries  unto  me  T 
original  it  is  fatans  unto  me.  Again,  1  Kings 
r.  4.  u  The  Lord  my  God  hath  given  me 
•eft  on  every  fide,  fo  that  there  isneit  her  ad- 
rerfary,  nor  evil  occurrent5’— in  the  original 
leither  fiatan  nor  evil.  I  need  not  mention 
)ther  places ;  thefe  are  fufHcient  to  ftiew,  that 

*  By feme  ml  flake ,  probably  of  the  prefe ,  this  zs,  a 
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the  word  fa  tan  5  denoting  an,  adverfary,  does 
occur  in  various  places  of  the  Old  Teffa- 
rnent  ;  and  it  is  extremely  probable  to  me, 
that  the  root  latan  was  introduced  in  the  He¬ 
brew  and  other  eaftern  languages,  to  denote 
an  adverfary,  from  its  having  been  the  proper 
name  of  the  great  enemy  of  mankind.  I 
know  it  is  an  opinion  of  Voltaire,  that  the 
word  fatan  is  not  older  than  the  Babylonian 
captivity  :  this  is  a  mi  (take,  for  it  is  met  with 
in  the  hundred  and  ninth  plalm,  which  all  al¬ 
low  to  have  been  written  by  David,  long  be¬ 
fore  the  captivity.  Now  we  are  upon°  this 
fubjecf,  permit  me  to  recommend  to  your  con- 
fideration  the  univeriality  of  the  dodfrine  con¬ 
cerning  an  evil  being,  who  in  the  beginning 
et  time  had  oppofed  himfelf,  who  dill  conti¬ 
nues  to  oppofe  himfelf,  to  the  fupreme  fource 
of  ail  good.  Among#  all  nations,  in  all  ages, 
this  opinion  prevailed,  that  human  affairs  were 
iubjedt  ro  the  will  of  the  gods,  and  regulated 
by  their  interpofition.  Hence  has  been  deri¬ 
ved  whatever  we  have  read  of  the  wandering 
liars  or  the  Chaldeans,  two  of  them  benefi¬ 
cent,  fcnd  two  malignant — hence  the  Egyptian 
Typhd  and  Ofiries — the  Per# an  Arlmanius 
and  Oromafaes — the  Grecian  celcftial  and  in¬ 
fernal  Jcvc — the  Brama  and  the  Zupay  of  the 
Indians,  Peruvians,  Mexicans — the  good  and 
evil  principle,  by  whatever  names  they  may 
be  called,  of  all  other  barbarous  nations' — * 
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hid  hence  the  firudlure  of  the  whole  book  of 
fob,  in  whatever  light,  of  hiftory  or  drama, 
t  be  confidered.  Now  does  it  not  appear 
•eafonable  to  fuppofe,  that  an  opinion  fo  anci¬ 
ent  and  fo  univerfa4  has  arifen  from  tradition 
roncerning  the  fail  of  our  firft  parents-;  disfi¬ 
gured,  indeed,  and  obfcured,  as  all  traditions 
null  be  by  many  fabulous  additions  ? 

The  jews,  you  tell  us,  tC  never  prayed  but 
when  they  were  in  trouble.”  I  do  not  be- 
ieve  this  of  the  jews  ;  but  that  they  prayed 
nore  ferventlv  when  thev  were  in  trouble, 
:han  at  other  times,  may  be  true  of  the  jews, 
ind  I  apprehend  is  true  of  all  nations  and  all 
ndividuals. — But  u  the  jews  never  praved 
or  any  thing  but  victory,  vengeance  and 
■iches.” — Read  Solomon’s  prayer  at  the  dedi¬ 
ration  of  the  temple,  and  blufh  for  your  afifer- 
:ion, — illiberal  and  uncharitable  in  the  ex- 
:reme  ! 

It  appears  you  obferve, cc  to  have  been  the 
ruftom  of  the  heathens  to  perfonify  both  vir¬ 
tue  and  vice,  by  ffatues  and  images,  as  is 
lonenow-a-days  both  by  ftatuary  andbypaint- 
ng  ;  but  it  does  not  follow  from  this  that 
:hey  worfhiped  themanv  more  than  we  do.” 
Mot  worfhipped  them  1  What  think  you  of 
die  golden  image  which  Nebuchadnezzar  fet 
up?  Was  it  not  worihipped  by  the  princes, 
the  rulers,  the  judges,  the  people,  the  nations, 
and  the  languages  of  the  Babylonian  empire  ? 


Not  worfhipped  them  !  What  think  you  of 
the  decree  of  the  Roman  ferrate  for  fetching- 
the  flatue  of  the  mother  of  the  Gods  from 
Pcflinum  ?  Was  it  only  that  they  might  ad¬ 
mire  it  as  a  piece  of  workmanfhip  ?  Not  wor¬ 
fhipped  them  !  u  What  man  is  there  that 
knoweth  not  how  that  the  city  of  the  Ephe- 
fians  was  a  worfhipper  of  the  great  goddefs 
Diana,  and  of  the  image  which  fell  down 
from  Jupiter?”  Not  worfhipped  them! — • 
The  worfhip  was  univerfal.  u  Every  nation 
made  Gods  of  their  own,  and  put  them  in  the 
houfes  of  the  high  places,  which  the  Samari¬ 
tans  had  made — the  men  of  Babylon  made 
Succoth-benoth,  and  the  men  of  Cuth  made 
Nergal,  and  the  men  of  Hamath  made  Aihi- 
ma,  and  the  Avites  made  Nibhaz  and  Tartak 
and  the  Sepharvites  burned  their  children  in 
fire  to  Adrammelech,  and  Anammelech,  the 
Gods  of  Sepharvaim.”  (2  Kings,  chap,  xvii.) 
The  heathens  are  much  indebted  to  you  for 

J 

this  curious  apology  for  their  idolatry  ;  for  a 
mode  of  worfhip  the  mo  ft  cruel,  fenfelels,  im¬ 
pure,  abominable,  that  can  poffihly  difgrace 
the  faculties  of  the  human  mind.  Had  this 
your  conceit  occurred  in  ancient  times,  it 
might  have  laved  MichcCs  toraphims ,  the  gold¬ 
en  calves  cf  1 Jeroboam ,  and  of  Aaron ,  and 
quite  fuperceded  the  neceiTity  of  the  lecond 
commandment  !  !  !  Heathen  morality  has 
had  its  advocates  before  you  ;  the  facetious 
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gentleman  who  pulled  off  his  hat  to  the  ftatue 
if  Jupiter,  that  he  might  have  a  friend  when 
leathen  idolatry  fhould  again  be  in  repute, 
eems  to  have  had  fome  foundation  for  his 
mproper  humour,  fome  knowledge  that  cer- 
:ain  men  efteeming  themfelves  great  philofo- 
)hers  had  entered  into  a  confpiracy  to  abolifh 
:hriitianity,  fome  forelight  of  the  confequences 
which  will  certainly  attend  their  fucceis. 

It  is  an  error,  you  fay,  to  call  the  Pfalms — 
:he  Pfalms  of  David. — This  error  was  ob- 


erved  by  St.  Jerome,  many  hundred  years  be- 
ore  you  were  born  ;  his  words  are — u  We 
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enow  that  they  are  in  an  error  who  attribute 
ill  the  Pfalms  to  David.” — You,  I  fuppofe, 
will  not  deny,  that  David  wrote  fome  of  therm 
Bongs  are  of  various  forts;  we  have  hunting 
ongs,  drinking  fongs,  fighting  fongs,  love 
ongs,  foolifh,  wanton,  wicked  fongs  : — if 
/ou  will  have  the  u  Pfalms  of  David  to  be 
lothing  but  a  collection  from  the  different 
ong-  writers,”  you  muff  allow  that  the  writers 
ff  them  were  infpired  by  no  ordinary  fpirit; 
that  it  is  a  collection  incapable  of  being 


degraded  by  the  name  you  give  it;  that  it 
greatly  excells  every  other  collection  in 
matter  and  in  manner.  Compare  the  book 
of  Pfalms  with  the  odes  of  Horace  or  An¬ 
acreon,  with  the  hymns  of  Calimachus, 
the  golden  verfes  of  Pythagoras,  the  cho¬ 
rines  of  the  Greek  tragedians  (no  contempt- 


ible  compofitions  any  of  thefe,)  and  you 
will  quickly  fee  how  greatly  it  furpaffes  them 
all,  in  piety  of  fentiment,  in  fublimity  of  ex- 
prefilon,  in  purity  of  morality,  and  in  rational 
theology. 

As  you  edeem  the  Pfakns  of  David  a  fong 
book,  it  is  confident  enough  in  you  to  edeem 
the  Proverbs  of  Solomon  a  jed  book  ;  there 
have  not  come-  down  to  us  above  eight  hun¬ 
dred  of  his  jeds  ;  if  we  had  the  whole  three 
thoufand  which  he  wrote,  our  mirth  would  be¬ 
come  extreme.  Let  us  open  the  book,  and 
lee  what  kind  of  jeds  it  contains  ;  take  the 
very  fird  as  a  fpecimen — “  The  fear  of  the 
Lord  is  the  beginning;  of  knowledge  ;  but 
fools  defpife  wifdopa  and  indrudtion.”  Do  you 
percieve  any  jed  in  this  ?  The  fear  of  the 
Lord  !  What  Lord  dees  Solomon  mean  ?  He 
means  that  Lord  who  took  the  poderity  oi 
Abraham  to  be  his  peculiar  people — who  re¬ 
deemed  that  people  from  Egyptian  bondage 
by  a  miraculous  interpofition  oi  his  power — 
who  g-ave  the  law  to  Mofes — who  command- 
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cd  the  Ifraelits  to  exterminate  the  nations  ol 
Canaan. — Now  this  Lord  you  will  not  fear  ; 
the  jed  fays,  you  defpife  wifdom  and  indruc- 
tion. — Let  us  try  again — u  My  fon,  hear  the 
indrudlion  of  thy  father,  and  forfake  not  the 
law  of  thy  mother.” — If  your  heart  has  been 
ever  touched  by  parental  feelings,  you  will 
fee  no  jed  in  this. —  Once  more — “  My  fon  i 
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finners  entice  thee,  confent  thou  not.” — Thefe 
are  the  three  firft  Proverbs  in  Solomon’s  “jeft 
book  ft’  if  you  read  it  through,  it  may  not 
make  you  merry  ;  I  hope  it  will  make  you 
wife  ;  that  it  will  teach  you,  at  lead,  the  be¬ 
ginning  of  wifdom — the  fear  of  that  Loid 
which  Solomon  feared.  Solomon  you  tell  us 
witty;  jefters  are  fometimes  witty  ;  but 
though  all  the  world  from  the  time  o\  the  queen 
of  Sheba,  has  heard  of  the  wifdom  of  Solomon, 
his  wit  was  never  heard  of  before.  There  is 
a  great  difference,  Mr.  Locke  teaches  us  be- 
tween  wit  and  judgment,  and  there  is  a  great¬ 
er  between  wit  and  wifdom.  Solomon  a  was 
v/ifer  than  Ethan  the  Ezahite,  and  Hernan, 
and  Chalcol,  and  Darda,  the  fons  of  Mahol.” 
Thefe  men  you  may  think  were  jefters,  and  fo 
you  may  call  the  feven  wife  men  of  Greece  : 
but  you  will  never  convince  the  world  that 
Solomon,  who  was  wifer  than  them  all,  was 
nothing  hut  a  witty  jefter.  As  to  the  fins  and 
debaucheries  of  Solomon,  we  have  nothing  to 
do  with  them  but  to  avoid  them  ;  and  to  give 
full  credit  to  his  experience,  when  he  preaches 
to  us  his  admirable  fermon  on  the  vanity  cl 
every  thing  hut  piety  and  virtue. 

Isaiah  has  a  greater  (hare  of  your  abufe 
than  any  other  writer  in  the  Old  Teftament, 
and  the  reafonof  it  is  obvious — the  prophecies 
of  Ifaiah  have  recieved  fuch  a  full  and  circum¬ 
stantial  completion,  that  unlefs  you  can  per-* 
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fuade  yourfelf  to  eonfider  the  whole  book  (a 
few  hiftorical  (ketches  excepted)  “  as  one  con¬ 
tinued  bombailical  rant,  full  of  extravagant 
metaphor,  without  application,  and  deftitute  of 
meaning, ”  you  muft  of  neceffiry  allow  its 
divine  authority.  You  compare  the  burden 
of  Babylon,  the  burden  of  Moab,  the  burden 
of  Damafcus,. and  the  other  denunciations  of 
the  prophet  -againft  cities  and  kingdoms,  to 
the  ftory  “  of  the  knight  of  the  burning 
mountain,  the  ftory  of  Cinderilla,  &c.”  I 
may  have  read  thefe  ftories,  but  I  remember 
nothing  of  the  fubjedds  of  them  ;  I  have  read 
alfo  I  fa  i  ah’s  burden  of  Babylon,  and  I  have 
compared  it  with  the  paft  and  prefent  ftate  ol 
Babylon,  and  the  comparifon  has  made  fuck 
an  im preftion  on  my  mind,  that  it  will  never 
be  effaced  from  my  memory.  I  final!  never 
ceafe  to  believe  that  the  eternal  alone,  b} 
whom  things  future  are  more  diftinddly  known 
than  paft  or  prefent  things  are  to  man,  that 
the  eternal  Clod  alone  could  nave  ouftated  tc 
the  prophet  Ifaiah  the  fubjecd:  of  the  burden  ol 
Babylon. 

The  latter  part  of  the  forty-fourth  and  the  be¬ 
ginning  ofthe  forty-fifth  chapter  of  Ifaiah,  are. 
in  your  opinion,  io  far  from  being  written  b) 
Ifaiah,  that  they  could  only  have  been  written  bd 
fome  perfon  who  lived  at  leaft  an  hundred  and 
fifty  years  after  Ifaiah  was  dead  : — thefe  chap¬ 
ters,  vou  Co  on, cc  are  a  compliment  to  Cyrus 
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who  permitted  the  jews  to  return  to  Jerufalem 
from  the  Babylonian  captivity  above  an  hun¬ 
dred  and  fifty  years  after  the  death  of  Ifiaiah 
and  is  it  for  this,  Sir,  that  you  accufe  the 
church  of  audacity  and  the  prieils  of  ignorance 
in  impofing,  as  you  call  it,  this  book  upon  the 
world  as  the  writing  of  Ilaiah?  What  (hall  be 
faidofyou,  who  either  deli gnedly  or  ignorantly 
reprefent  one  of  the  moft  clear  and  important 
prophecies  in  the  bible,  as  an  hifiorical  com¬ 
pliment,  written  above  an  hundred  and  fifty 
years  after  the  death  of  the  prophet? — We 
contend,  Sir,  that  this  is  a  prophecy  and  not  an 
hi  (lory ;  that  God  called  Cyrus  by  his  name  ; 
declared  that  hefhould  conquer  Babylon  ;  and 
defcribed  the  means  by  which  he  fhould  do  it 
above  an  hundred  years  before  Cyrus  was 
Dorn,  and  when  there  was  no  probability  of 
fuch  an  event.  Porphyry  could  not  refifl  the 
evidence  of  Daniel' s  prophecies,  but  by  faying 
that  they  were  forged  after  the  events  pmdicled 
had  taken  place;  Voltaire  could  not  refill  the 
evidence  of  the  prediction  of  Jefus ,  concern¬ 
ing  the  deflrudlion  of  Jerufalem,  but  by  faying 
that  the  account  was  written  after  Jerufalem 
had  been  deftroyed  ;  and  you,  at  length, 
(though,  for  aught  I  know,  you  may  have  had 
predeceffors  in  this  prefumption,)  unable  to 
refifl  the  evidence  of  Ifaiah's  prophecies,  con¬ 
tend  that  they  are  bombaftical  rant,  without 
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application,  though  the  application  is  circum- 
ftantial  ;  and  deifitute  of  meaning,  though  the 
meaning  is  fo  obvious  that  it  cannot  be  miifak- 
en  ;  and  that  one  of  the  mod:  remarkable  of 
them,  is  not  a  prophecy  but  an  hiftorical  com¬ 
pliment  written  after  the  event.  We  will 
not,  Sir,  give  up  Daniel  and  St.  Matthew,  to 
the  impudent  allertions  of  Porphyry  and  Vol¬ 
taire,  nor  will  we  give  up  Ifaiah  to  your  afier- 
tion.  Proof,  proof,  is  what  we  require,  ami 
notaflertion  ;  we  will  not  relinquish  our  re¬ 
ligion,  in  obedience  to  your  abufive  afTertion 
refpecfing  the  prophets  of  God.  That  the 
wonderful  abfardity  of  this  hyphothefe  mavbe 
more  obvious  to  you,  I  beg  vou  to  conhder 
that  Cyrus  was  a  Peru  an,  had  been  brought 
up  in  the  religion  of  his  country,  and  was  pro- 
bably  addidfedto  themagianfuperftitionoftwo 
independent  Beings,  equal  in  power,  but  dif¬ 
ferent  in  principle,  one  the  author  of  light  and 
ot  all  good,  the  other  «the  author  of  darknefs 
and  all  evil.  Now  is  it  probable  that  a 
captive  jew,  meaning  to  compliment  the 
greatcfl  prince  in  the  world,  fhould  be  fo  Hu— 
pid  as  to  tell  the  prince  his  religion  was  a  lie  r 
tc  I  am  the  Lord,  and  there  is  none  elfe,  I 
form  the  light,  and  create  darknefs ,  I  make 
peace  and  create  evil,  I  the  Lord  do  all  thefe 
things/’ 

But  if  you  will  perfevcre  in  believing  that 
the  prophecy  concerning  Cyrus  was.  written 
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after  the  event,  perufe  the  burden  of  Babylon  ; 
was  that  alfo  written  after  the  event  ?  Were 
the  Medes  then  Birred  up  again#  Babylon  ? 
Was  Babylon,  the  glory  of  the  kingdoms,  the 
beauty  of  the  Chaldees,  then  overthrown,  and 
become  as  Sodom  and  Gomorrah  ?  Was  it 
then  uninhabited  ?  Was  it  then  neither  fit  for 
the  Arabian’s  tent  nor  the  fliepherd’s  fold  ? 
Did  the  wild  beafts  of  the  defert  then  lie  there  ? 
Did  the  wild  beaus  of  the  Blands  then  cry  in 
their  defolate  homes,  and  dragons  in  their  plea- 
fant  palaces  ?  Were  Nebuchadnezzar  and 
B'dfhazzar,  the  foil  and  the  grandfon,  then  cut 
off?  Was  Babylon  then  become  a  pofleflion 
of  the  bittern,  and  pools  of  water  ?  Was  it 
then  fwept  with  the  beforn  of  defbrudiion,  fo 
Swept  that  the  world  knows  not  now  where 
to  find  it  r 

I  am  unwilling  to  attribute  bad  defigns,  de¬ 
liberate  wickednefs,  to  you  or  to  any  man  ;  I 
cannot  avoid  believing,  that  you  think  you 
have  truth  on  your  fide,  and  that  you  are  do¬ 
ing:  Service  to  mankind  in  endeavoring-  to  root 
cut  what  you  efteem  Superftiiion.  What  I 
blame  you  for  is  this — that  you  have  attempt¬ 
ed  to  ieiTen  the  authority  of  the  Bible  by  ridi¬ 
cule,  more  than  by  reafon  ;  that  you  have 
brought  forward  every  petty  objection  which 
your  ingenuity  could  difeover,  or  your  indus¬ 
try  pick  up,  from  the  writings  of  others  ;  and 
without  taking;  notice  of  the  anfwers  which 
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have  been  repeatedly  given  to  thefe  objections, 
you  urge  and  inforce  them  as  if  they  were  new. 
There  is  certainly  feme  novelty*  at  lead:  in 
your  manner,  for  you  go  beyond  all  others  in 
boldnefs  of  aiTertion,  and  in  profanenefs  of  ar¬ 
gumentation  ;  Bolingbroke  and  V oltaire  mud: 
yield  the  palm  of  feurrility  to  Thomas  Paine. 

Permit  me  to  Pate  to  you,  what  would,  in 
my  opinion,  have  been  a  better  mode  of  pro¬ 
ceeding;  better  fuited  to  the  character  of  an 
honed:  man,  fmcere  in  his  indeavours  tofearch 
out  truth.  Such  a  man,  in  reading  the  Bible, 
would,  in  the  nrd  place,  examine  whether  the 
Bible  attributed  to  the  Supreme  Being  any 
attributes  repugnant  to  holinefs,  truth,  juPicc, 
goodnefs  ;  whether  it  reprefented  him  as  fub- 
jedt  to  human  infirmities  ;  whether  it  exclud¬ 
ed  him  from  the  government  of  the  world,  or 
afiigned  the  origin  of  it  to  chance,  and  an 
eternal  conflict  of  atoms.  Finding  nothing  of 
this  kind  in  the  Bible,  (for  the  dePrudlion  of 
the  Canaan ites  by  his  exprefs  command,  I 
have  Piewn  not  to  be  repugnant  to  his  moral 
j  up  ice, )  he  would,  in  the  iecond  place,  conli- 
der  that  the  Bible  being  ars  to  many  of  its 
parts,  a  very  old  book,  and  written  by  various 
authors,  and  at  different  and  diPant  periods, 
there  might,  probably,  occur  fome  difficulties 
and  apparent  contradictions  in  the  hiPorica! 
part  of  it  ;  he  would  endeavour  to  remove 
rhefe  difficulties,  to  reconcile  thefe  apparent 
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contradictions,  by  the  rules  of  fuch  found  cri- 
ticifm  as  he  would  ufe  in  examining  the  con¬ 
tents  of  any  other  boolc  ;  and  if  he  found  that 
mo 2  of  them  were  of  a  trifling  nature,  arif- 
ing  from  fhort  additions  inferred  into  the  text 
as  explanatory  and  fupplemental,  or  from  mil- 
takes  and  omiffions  of  tranfcribers,  he  would 
infer  that  all  the  reft  were  capable  of  being 
accounted  for,  though  he  was  not  able  to  do 
it ;  and  he  would  be  the  more  willing  to  make 
this  conceftion,  from  obferving,  that  there  ran 
through  the  whole  hook  an  harmony  and  con¬ 
nexion,  utterly  inconfiftent  with  every  idea 
of  forgery  and  deceit.  He  would  then,  in  the 
third  place,  obferve,  that  the  miraculous  and 
hiftorical  parts  of  this  book  were  fo  intermix¬ 
ed,  that  they  could  not  be  feperated  ;  and  that 
they  muft  either  both  be  true  or  both  falfe  ; 
and  from  finding  that  the  hiftorical  part  was 
as  well  or  better  authenticated  than  that  of 
any  other  hiftory,  he  would  admit  the  miracu¬ 
lous  part  ;  and  to  confirm  himfelf  in  this  be¬ 
lief,  he  would  advert  to  the  prophecies  ;  well 
knowing  that 'the  prediction  of  things  to  come, 
was  as  certain  a  proof  of  the  divine  interpofi- 
tion,  as  the  performance  of  a  miracle  could  be. 
If  he  fhould  find,  as  he  certainly  would,  that 
many  ancient  prophecies  had  been  fulfilled  in 
all  their  circumftances,  and  that  iome  were 
fulfilling  at  bn  is  very  day,  he  would  not  fuffer 
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a  few  Teeming  or  real  difficulties  to  overba¬ 
lance  the  weight  of  this  accumulated  evidence 
foi  the  tiuth  of  ihe  Bible,  Such,  I  preffume 
to  think,  would  be  a  proper  conduct  in  all 
thofe  who  are  defirous  of  forming  a  rational 
and  impartial  judgment  on  the  fubjedf  of  re¬ 
vealed  religion. — X o  return. — 

As  to  your  obfervation,  that  the  bosk  of 
Ifaiaa  is  (at  leaf!  in  tranflation)  thaft  kind  of 
compoficion  and  falfe  tafte,  which  is  properly 
called  proie  run  mad — I  have  only  to  remark, 
tnat  your  tafle  for  Hebrew  poetry,  even  judg¬ 
ing  01  it  from  tranflation,  would  be  more  cor¬ 
rect  if  you  would  buffer  yourfelf  to  be  informed 
Pn  the  fubjeef  by  Bifhop  Lowth,  who  tells  you 
in  his  P Telethons — (£  that  a  poem  tranflated 
literally  from  the  Hebrew  into  any  other  la n- 
guage,  w  nil  ft  the  fame  forms  of  the  fentences 
remain,  will  ftill  retain,  even  as  far  as  relates 
to  verification,  much  of  its  native  dignity,  and 
a  faint  appearance  of  verification.”  ^Grego¬ 
ry  s  1 1 anf )  II  this  is  what  you  mean  by 

profe  run  mad,  your  obfervation  may  be  ad¬ 
mitted. 

You  explain  at  fome  length  your  notion  of 
the  misapplication  made  by  St.  Matthew  of  the 
prophecy  in  Ifaiah— f  Behold  a  virgin  fliall 
conceive  and  bear  a  Ion/7  1  hat  pallage  has 
been  handled  largely  and  minutely  by  almoft 
every  commentator,  and  it  is  too  important 
tQ  he  handled  fuperficially  by  any  one  :  1  am 


not  on  the  prefcnt  occafion  concerned  ko  ex¬ 
plain  it.  It  is  quoted  by  you  to  prove,  and  it 
is  the  only  inftance  you  produce — that  Ifaiah 
was  “  a  lying  prophet  and  an  impoftor.”  Now 
I  maintain,  that  this  very  inftance  proves,  that 
he  was  a  true  prophet,  and  no  impoftor. 
The  hiftory  of  the  prophecy  as  delivered  in  the 
feven'h  chapter,  in  this — Rezin  king  of  Syria, 
and  Pekah  king  of  Ifrael,  made  war  upon 
Ahaz  king  of  Judah  ;  not  merely,  or,  perhaps, 
not  at  all,  for  the  fake  of  plunder  or  the  con- 


queft  of  territory,  but  with  a  declared  purpoi 
of  making  an  entire  revolution  in  the  govern¬ 
ment  of  Judah,  of  destroying  the  royal  houfe 
of  David,  and  of  placing  another  family  on 
the  throne.  Their  puipofe  is  thus  expreffed 
—“Let  us  go  up  againft  Judah,  and  vex  it, 
and  let  us  make  a  breach  therein  for  us,  and 
feta  king  in  the  midft  of  it,  even  the  fon  of 
Taheal.” — Now  what  did  the  Lord  commif- 
fion  Ifaiah  to  fay  to  Ahaz  ?  did  he  cornmif- 
fion  him  to  fay,  the  kings  {hall  not  vex  thee  ? 
No. — -The  kings  fhall  not  conquer  thee  ?  No. 
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uns  fhall  not  fucceed  againft  thee  ? 
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No: — he  commiftioned  him  to  fay,  u  It  (the 
purpofe  of  the  two  kings)  fhall  not  ftand,  nei¬ 
ther  fhall  it  come  to  pais.”  I  demand — Did 
it  ftand,  did  it  come  to  pafs  ?  Was  Tabeal 
ever  made  king  of  Judah?  No.  The  pro¬ 
phecy  was  perfectly  accomplished.  A  ou  y, 
u  in  ire  ad  of  thefe  two  kings  failing  in  their 


attempt  again#  Ahaz,  they  fucceeded  ;  Ahaz 
was  defeated  and  deftroyed.” — I  deny  the  fact ; 
Ahaz  was  defeated,  but  not  deftroyed  ;  and 
even  the  u  two  hundred  thoufand  women,  and 
tons,  and  caughters,'’  whom  you  reprefent  as 
carried  into  captivity,  were  not  carried  into 
captivity  ;  they  were  made  captives,  but  they 
were  not  carried  into  captivity;  for  the  chief 
men  of  Samaria,  being  admoniflied  by  a  pro¬ 
phet,  would  not  fuffer  Pekah  to  bring  the  cap¬ 
tives  into  the  land — They  rofe  up,  and  took 
the  captives,  and  with  the  fpoil  clothed  all  that 
were  naked  among  them,  and  arrayed  them,  and 
fhod  them,  and  gave  them  to  eat  and  to  drink, 
and  anointed  them,  and  carried  all  the  feeble 
of  them  upon  afles,  (fome  humanity,  you  fee, 
among#  thofe  Ifraelites,  whom  you  every 
where  reprefent  as  barbarous  brutes),  and 
brought  them  to  Jericho,  the  city  of  palm- 
trees,  to  their  brethren.”  2  Chron.  xxviii. 
15.— 7  he  kings  did  fail  in  their  attempt,  their 
attempt  was  to  de#roy  the  houfe  of  David, 
and  to  make  a  revolution  ;  but  they  made  no 
revolution,  they  did  not  deilroy  the  houfe  of 
David,  for  Ahaz  ilept  wi'h  his  fathers;  and 
Hezckiab,  his  tin,  of  the  houfe  of  David, 
reigned  in  his  Head. 
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LETTER  VI. 


AFTER  what  I  conceive  to  be  a  great 
mifreprefentation  of  the  character  and 
conduct  of  Jeremiah,  you  bring  forward  an 
objection  which  Spinoza  and  others  before 
you.  had  much  infilled  upon,  though  it  is  an 
objection  which  neither  atfedts  the  genuine- 
nefs,  nor  the 'authenticity,  of  the  book  of  Je¬ 
remiah,  any  more  than  the  blunder  of  a  book¬ 
binder,  in  milplacing  the  fheets  of  your  per¬ 
formance,  would  lellen  its  authority.  The 
objection  is,  that  the  book  of  Jeremiah  has 
been  put  together  in  a  bifordered  fate.  It  is 
acknowledged,  that  the  order  of  time  is  not 
every  where  obferved  ;  but  the  caufe  of  die 
con  full  on  is  not  known.  Some  attribute  it 
to  Baruch  colledfino;  into  one  volume  all  the 
feveral  prophecies  which  Jeremiah  had  writ¬ 
ten,  and  neglecting  to  put  them  in  their  pro¬ 
per  places  :  others  think  that  the  feveral  parts 
of  the  work  were  at  firfb  properly  arranged, 
but  that  through  accident,  or  the  careleflhefs 
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tranfcribers,  t'hey  were  deranged  : — - 
others  contend,  that  there  is  no  confufion ; 
that  prophecy  differs  from  hi  (lory,  in  not  be¬ 
ing  fubjedt  to  an  accurate  obfervance  of  time 
and  order.  But  leaving  this  matter  to  be  fet¬ 
tled  by  critical  difcufiion,  let  us  come  to  a 
matter  of  greater  importance — to  your  charge 
again Jeremiah  for  his  duplicity,  and  for  his 
falfe  prediction.  Firfl,  as  to  his  duplicity  : 

Jeremiah,  on  account  of  his  having  bold¬ 
ly  predicted  the  deftrudtion  of  Jerufalem,  had 
been  thruft  into  a  miry  dungeon  by  the  prin- 
ces  of  Judah  who  fought  his  life  ;  there  he 
would  nave  perilled,  had  not  one  of  the  eu¬ 
nuchs  taken  companion  on  him, and  petitioned 
ring  Zedekiah  m  his  favour,  faying,  a  Thefe 
men  (the  princes)  have  done  evil  in  all  that 
they  have  done  to  Jeremiah  the  prophet,  (no 
fmail  teftimony  this,  of  the  probity  of  the  pro¬ 
phet’s  character,)  whom  they  have  calf  into 
the  dungeon,  and  he  is  like  to  d;e  for  hunger,” 
— On  this  reprefentation  Jeremiah  was  taken 
out  of  the  dungeon  by  an  order  from  the  king, 
wno  foon  afterwards  fent  privately  for  him, 
and  deured  him  to  conceal  nothing  from  him, 
binding  himfelf,  by  an  oath,  that,  whatever 
might  be  the  nature  of  his  prophecy,  he  would 
not  put  him  to  death,  or  deliver  him  into  the 
hands  of  the  princes  who  fought  his  life.  Je¬ 
remiah  delivered  to  him  the  purpofe  of  God 
refpecling  the  fate  of  Jerufalem.  The  con- 
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ference  being  ended,  the  king,  anxious  to  per¬ 
form  his  oath,  to  prefervc  the  life  oi  the  pro¬ 
phet,  difmiffed  him,  faying,  “  Let  no  man 
know  of  thefe  words,  and  thou  flialt  not  die. 
But  if  the  princes  hear  that  I  have  talked  with 
thee,  and  they  come  unto  thee,  and  fay  unto 
thee,  Declare  unto  us  now  what  thou  hall  faid 
unto  the  king,  hide  it  not  from  us,  and  we  will 
not  put  thee  to  death  ;  alio  wnat  the  king  laid 
unto  thee  :  then  thou  fhalt  lay  unto  them,  I 
preferred  my  fuppiication  before  the  king, 
that  he  would  not  caufe  me  to  return  to  Jona¬ 
than’s  houfe  to  die  there.  Then  came  all  the 
princes  unto  Jeremiah,  and  afked  him,  and  he 
told  them  according  to  all  thefe  words  that  the 
king  had  commanded.” —  I  hus,  you  remark, 
“  this  man  of  God,  as  he  is  called,  could  tell 
a  lie,  or  very  ftrongly  preiai  icate>ior  certain¬ 
ly  he  did  not  go  to  Zedekiah  to  make  his  fup¬ 
piication,  neither  did  he  make  it,” — it  is  not 
laid  that  he  told  the  princes  he  went  to  make 
his  fuppiication,  but  that  he  prejented  it :  now 
it  is  faid  in  the  preceding  chapter,  that  he  did 
make  the  fuppiication,  and  it  is  probable  that 
in  this  conference  he  renewed  it ;  but  be  that 
as  it  may,  I  contend  that  Jeremiah  was  not 
guilty  of  duplicity,  or,  in  more  intelligible 
terms,  that  he  did  not  violate  any  law  of  na¬ 
ture,  or  of  civil  fociety,  in  what  he  did  on  this 
cecaficn.  He  told  the  truth,  in  part,  to  fave 
bus  life;  and  he  was  under  no  obligation  to 
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teii  the  whole  to  men  who  were  certainly  his 
enemies,  and  rro • good  fubjeefs  to  his  king-. 
In  a  matter  (lays  PufFendorff,)  which  I  am 
not  obliged  to  declare-  to  another,  if  I  cannot, 
^  late  tv,  conceal  the  whole,  I  may  fairly 

difcover  no  more  than  a  part.”  Was  Jere¬ 
miah  under  any  obligation  to  declare  to  the 
princes  what  had  palled  in  his  conference 
witn  the  king  ?  You  may  as  well  fay,  that  the 
koufe  of  lords  has  a  right  to  compel  privy 
counfellors  to  reveal  the  king’s  fecrets.  The 
king  cannot  juftly  require  a  privy  counsellor 
to  tell  a  lie  for  him  ;  but  he  may  require  him 
not  to  divulge  his  counfels  to  thofe  who  have 
no  right  to  know  therm— Now  for  the  falfe 
prediction  I  will  give  the  delcription  of  it 
in  your  own*  words. 

In  the^34th  chapter  is  a  prophecy  of  Jere¬ 
miah  to  Zedekiah,  in  thele  words,  ver.  2. _ 

‘Thus  faith  the  Lord,  Behold,  I  will  give 
this  city  into  the  hands  of  the  King  of  Baby¬ 
lon,  and  will  burn  it  with  fire ;  aiuf  thou  (halt 
not  elcape  out  of  his  hand,  but  thou  (halt 
furelv  be  taken,  and  delivered  into  his  hand ; 
and  thine  eyes  fhall  behold  the  eyes  of  the  king 
or  Babylon, and  herhali  (peak  with  thee  mouth, 
to  mouth,  and  thou  (halt  go  to  Babylon.  Yet 
hear  the  word  of  the  Lord ,  O  Zedekiah,  king 
of  Judah  ;  thus  faith  the  Lord,  Thou  Jhalt 
not  uie  oy  t  h  e  Jiaj  ot  d,  but  thou  foci  It  die  in  peace  1 
and  with  the  burnings  of  thy  fathers,  the  form- - 
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e  r  kings  that  were  before  thee ,  fo  fall  they  burn 
odours  for  thee ,  and  will  lament  thee ,  faying 5 
T/?,  Lord^  for  I  have  pronounced  the  word , 
faith  the  Lord d 

“  Now,  inftead  of  Zedekiah  beholding  the 
eyes  of  the  king  ot  Babylon,  and  fpeaking  with 
him  mouth  to  mouth,  and  dying  in  peace,  and 
with  the  burnings  of  odours,  as  at  the  funeral 
of  his  fathers  (as  Jeremiah  had  declared  the 
Lord  himfelf  had  pronounced),  the  reverfe, 
according  to  the  52d  chapter  was  the  cafe  ; 
it  is  there  hated,  verle  io,  ‘That  the  king  of 
Babylon  flew  the  fons  of  Zedekiah  before  his 
eyes  ;  then  he  put  out  the  eys  of  Zedekiah  , 
and  bound  him  in  chains,  and  carried  him  to 
Babylon,  and  put  him  in  prifon  till  the  day 
of  his  death.’  What  can  we  fay  of  thefe  pro¬ 
phets,  but  that  they  are  impoftors  and  liars  !” 
I  can  fay  this — that  the  prophecy  you  have 
produced,  was  fulfilled  in  all  its  parts  :  and 
what  then  fhall  be  faid  of  thole  who  call  Jere¬ 
miah  a  liar  and  an  impofcor  ?  Here  then  we 
are  fairly  at  iflhe — you  affirm  that  the  pro¬ 
phecy  was  not  fulfilled,  and  I  affirm  that  it 
was  fulfilled  in  all  its  parts.  cc  I  will 
give  this  city  into  the  hands  of  the  king  of 
Babylon,  and  he  (hall  burn  it  with  fire  fo 
fays  the  prophet  ;  what  fays  the  hiftory  ?” 
“  They  (the  forces  of  the  king  of  Babylon) 
burnt  the  houfe  of  God,  and  brake  down  the 
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walls  or  Jerufalem,  and  burnt  all  the  palaces 
thereof  with  fire.  (2  Chron.  xxxvi.  19.) 
u  i  hou  (halt  not  efcape  out  of  his  hand,  but 
{halt  furely  be  taken  and  delivered  into  his 
hand  fo  lays  the  prophet ;  what  lays  the 
hiftory? — 'The  men  of  war  fed  by  night  and 
the  king  went  the  way  towards  the  plain,  and 
the  army  of  the  Chaldees  purfued  after  the 
king,  and  overtook  him  in  the  plains  of  Jeri¬ 
cho  :  and  all  his  army  were  fcatterecl  from 
him;  fo  they  took  the  king,  and  brought  him 
up  to  the  king  of  Babylon ,  to  Riblah.”  (2 
Kings  xxv.  5.)  The  prophet  goes  on, 
“  Thine  eyes  fhall  behold  the  eyes  of  the  king 
of  Babylon,  and  he  fhall  fpeak  with  thee 
mouth  to  mouth.’7 — No  pleafant  circumftance 
this  to  Zed  ski  ah,  who  had  provoked  the  king 
or  Babylon  by  revolting  from  him  !  The  hif- 
ftory  fays,  “The  king  of  Babylon  gave  judg¬ 
ment  upon  Zedekiah,”  or,  as  it  is  more  liter¬ 
ally  rendered  from  the  Hebrew,  u fpake  judg¬ 
ments  with  him  at  Riblah.77  The  prophet 
concludes  this  part  with,  cc  And  thou  (halt 
go  to  Babylon  the  hiftory  fays,  u  The 
king  of  Babylyon  bound  him  in  chains,  and 
carried  him  to  Babylon,  and  put  him  in  prifon 
till  the  day  of  his  death,”  Jer.  lii.  11. 
— cc  Thou  fhalt  not  die  by  the  fword.”  He 
did  not  die  by  the  fword,  he  did  not  fall  in 
battle. — <c  But  thou  fhalt  die  in  peace.”  He 
did  die  in  peace,  he  neither  expired  on  the  rack 
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$r  on  the  fcaffold  :  was  neither  flranoded,  nor 
poiloned  ;  no  unufual  fate  of  captive  kinrrs  ! 
he  died  peaceably  in  his  bed,  though  that  bed 
was  in  a  prifon. — u  And  with  ihe  burnings  of 
thy  fathers  fhall  they  burn  odours  for  thee.” 
I  cannot  prove  from  the  hiftory  that  this  part 
of  the  prophecy  was  accompli  fhed,  nor  can 
you  prove  that  it  was  not.  The  probability 
is,  that  it  was  accomplifhed  ;  and  I  have  two 
reafons  on  which  I  ground  this  probability. 

- — Daniel,  Shadrach,  Mefchach,  and  Abcdne- 
go,  to  fay  nothing  of  other  jews,  were  men  of 
great  authority  in  the  court  of  the  king  of 
Babylon,  before  and  after  the  commencement 
of  the  imprifonment  of  Zedckiah  ;  and  Da¬ 
niel  continued  in  power  till  the  fubverhon  of 
the  kingdom  of  Babylon  by  Cyrus. — Now  it 
feems  to  me  to  be  very  probable,  that  Daniel, 
and  the  other  great  men  of  the  jews,  would 
both  have  inclination  to  requeft,  and  influ¬ 
ence  enough  with  the  king  of  Babylon  to  ob¬ 
tain  permilTion  to'bury  their  deceafed  prince 
Zedekiah,  after  the  manner  of  his  fathers. — 


But  if  there  had  been  no  jews  at  Babylon  of 
confluence  enough  to  make  fuch  a  requeff, 
fliil  it  is  probable  that  the  king  of  Babylon 
would  have  ordered  the  jews  to  bury  and  la¬ 
ment  their  departed  prince,  after  the  manner 
of  their  country.  Monarchs,  like  other 
men,  are  confcious  of  the  mffability  of  human 
condition  ;  and  when  the  pomp  of  war  has 
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ceafed,  when  the  infolence  of  conqueft  is  aba¬ 
ted,  and  the  fury  of  refentment  fubiifted,  they 
feldom  fail  to  revere  royalty  even  in  its  ruins, 
and  grant  without -reluctance  proper  obfequies 
to  the  remains  of  captive  kings. 

You  profefs  to  have  been  particular  in 
treating  of  the  books  afcribed  to  Ifaiah  and 
Jeremiah. — Particular  !  in  what?  You  have 
particularized  two  or  three  paftages,  which 
you  have  endeavoured  to  reprefent  as  objecti¬ 
onable,  and  which  I  hope  have  been  (hewn, 
to  the  reader’s  fatisfaction,  to  be  not  j uflly  li¬ 
able  to  your  cenfure  ;  and  you  have  palled 
over  all  the  other  Darts  of  thefe  books  without 
notice.  Had  you  been  particular  in  your  ex¬ 
amination,  you  would  have  found  caufe  toad- 
mire  the  probity  and  the  intrepidity  of  the 
characters  of  the  authors  of  them  ;  you  would 
have  met  with  many  inftances  of  fublime 
compofition  ;  and,  what  is  of  more  confe- 
quence,  with  many  inftances  of  prophetical 
veracity  : — particularities  of  thefe  kinds  you 
have  wholly  overlooked.  I  cannot  account 
for  this  ;  1  have  no  right,  no  inclination,  to 
call  you  a  difnoneftman  ;  am  I  juftined  in  con¬ 
fidently  you  as  a  man  not  altogether  aeftitute 
<jf  ingenuity,  but  fo  entirely  under  the  domi¬ 
nion  of  prejudice  in  every  thing  refpefting 
the  Bible,  that,  like  a  corrupted  judge,  previ- 
oufiy  determined  to  give  fentence  on  one  fide, 
you  are  negligent  in  the  examination  of  truth  ? 


You  proceed  to  the  reft  of  the  prophets, 
and  you  take  them  collectively,  carefully  how¬ 
ever  feledtins;  for  your  obfer nations  fuch  par¬ 
ticularities  as  are  heft  calculated  to  render,  it 
poffible,  the  prophet’s  odious  or  ridiculous  in 
the  eyes  of  your  readers.  You  confound  pro¬ 
phets  with  poets  and  muficians  :  I  would  dif- 
tinguifh  them  thus  ;  many  prophets  were  po¬ 
ets  and  muficians,  but  all  poets  and  muhcians 
were  not  prophets.  Prophecies  were  often 
delivered  in  poetic  language  and  meafure  ; 
but  flights  and  metaphors  of  the  jewifh  poets 
have  not,  as  you  affirm,  been  foolifhly  eredled 
into  what  are  now  called  prophecies — they 
are  now  called,  and  have  always  been  called, 
prophecies, — becaufe  they  were  real  predic¬ 
tions,  fome  of  which  have  received,  forne  are 
now  receiving,  and  all  will  receive,  their  full 
accompli  fhment. 

That  there  were  falfe  prophets,  witches, 
necromancers,  conjurors,  and  fortune-tellers, 
among  the  jews,  no  perfon  will  attempt  to  de¬ 
ny  ;  no  nation  barbarous  or  civilized,  has  been 
without  them:  but  when  you  would  degrade 
the  prophets  of  :he  Old  Teftament  to  a  level 
with  thefe  conjuring,  dreaming,  drolling  gen¬ 
try — when  you  would  reprelent  them  as 
fpending  their  lives  in  fortune-telling,  end¬ 
ing  nativities,  predicting  riches,  fortunate  or 
unfortunate  marriages,  conjuring  for  loft 
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goods,  &c.  I  mud:  be  allowed  to  fay,  that 
you  wholly  mi  flake  their  office,  and  mifre- 
prefent  their  charaCler :  t-heir  office  was  to 
convey  to  the  children  of  Ifrael  the  commands, 
the  promifes,  the  threatnings  of  Almighty 
God  ;  and  their  character  was  that  of  men 
fuflaining,  with  fortitude,  perfecution  in  the 
difcharge  of  their  duty.  There  were  falfe 
prophets  in  abundance  amongft  the  jews  ;  and 
if  you  oppofe  thefe  to  the  true  prophets,  and 
call  them  both  party  prophets,  you  have  the 
liberty  of  doing  fo,  but  you  will  not  thereby 
confound  the  diflindlion  between  truth  and 
falfehood.  Falfe  prophets  are  fpoken  of  with 
detefration  in  many  parts  of  fcripture,  parti¬ 
cularly  by  Jeremiah,  who  accufes  them  of  pro- 
phecying  lies  in  the  name  of  the  Lord,  faying, 
“  I  have  dreamed,  I  have  dreamed  : — Behold, 
I  am  againft  the  prophets,  faith  the  Lord,  that 
ufe  their  tongues,  and  fay,  He  faith  ;  that  pro¬ 
phecy  falfe  dreams,  and  caufe  my  people  to  err 
by  their  lies  and  by  their  lightnefs.”  Jeremiah 
cautions  his  countrymen  againft  giving  cre¬ 
dit  to  their  prophets,  to  their  diviners,  to  their 
dreamers,  to  their  enchanters,  to  their  for- 
cerers,  £c  which  fpeak  unto  you,  faying,  Ye 
fhall  not  ferve  the  king  of  Babylon. ”  You 
cannot  think  more  contemptibly  of  thefe  gen¬ 
try,  than  they  were  thought  of  by  the  true  pro¬ 
phets  at  the  time  they  lived  ;  but,  as  Jeremi¬ 
ah  fays  on  this  fubjedl,  u  what  is  the  chaff  t& 
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the  wheat  r  ”  what  are  the  falfe  prophets  to  the 
true  ones  ?  Every  thing  good  is  liable  to  a- 
bufe  ;  but  who  argues  again#  the  ufe  of  a 
thing  from  the  ahufe  of  it  ?  again#  phyficians, 
becaufe  there  are  pretenders  to  phylic  ?  Was 
Ifaiah  a  fortune-teller,  predicting  riches,  when 
he  laid  to  king  Hezekiab,  a  Behold,  the  days 
come,  that  all  that  is  in  thine  houfe,  and  that 
which  thy  fathers  have  laid  up  in  {fore  until 
this  day,  {hall  be  carried  to  Babylon  :  nothing 
fhall  be  left  faith  the  Lord.  And  of  thy  fans 
that  fnall  iffue  from  thee,  which  thou  fhalt 
beget,  fhall  they  take  away,  and  they  final  1  be 
eunuchs  in  the  palace  of  the  king  of  Babylon.” 
Fortune-tellers  generally  predict  good  luck  to 
their  fimple  cuftomers,  that  they  may  make 
fomething  by  their  trade  ;  but  Ifaiah  predicts 
to  a  monarch  defolation  of  his  country,  and 
ruin  of  his  family.  This  prophecy  was  fpo- 
ken  in  the  year  before  Chrift  713;  and,  above 
an  hundred  years  afterwards,  it  was  accom- 
plifhed  ;  when  Nebuchadnezzar  took  Jeru- 
lalem,  and  carried  out  thence  all  the  treafures 
of  the  houfe  of  the  Lord,  and  the  treafures  of 
the  king’s  hqufe,  (2  Kings  xxiv.  13.)  and 
when  he  commanded  the  mailer  of  his  eu¬ 
nuchs,  (Dan.  i.  3.)  that  he  {hould  take  cer¬ 
tain  ot  the  children  of  Ifrael,  and  of  the  king’s 
feed,  and  ot  the  princes,  and  educate  them  for 
three  years,  till  they  were  able  to  hand  before 
the  king. 
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Jehoram  king  of  I  fra  el,  Jehofhaphat  king 
of  Judah,  and  the  king  of  Edom,  going  with 
their  armies  to  make  war  on  the  king  of  MfG 


ab,  came  into  a  place  where  there  was  no 
water  either  for  their  men  or  cattle.  In  this 


diflrefs  they  waited  upon  Elifha,  (an  high  ho¬ 
nour  for  one  of  your  conjurors,)  by  the  ad¬ 
vice  of  Jehofhapbat,  who  knew  that  the  word 
of  the  Lord  was  with  him.  The  prophet,  on 
feeing  Jehoram,  an  idolatrous  prince,  who  had 
revolted  from  the  worfhip  of  the  true  God, 
come  to  confult  him,  faid  to  him — cc  Get 
thee  to  the  prophets  of  thy  father  and  the  pro¬ 
phets  of  thy  mother.” — I  his  you  think  fhews 
Elilha  to  have  been  a  party  prophet,  full  of 
venom  and  vulgarity — it  fhews  him  to  have 
been  a  man  of  great  courage,  who  relpedfed  the 
d  i  g  n  i  ty  of  h  i  s  o  w  n  char  act  e  r ,  th  e  fac  r  ed  n  e  fs  of  h  i  s 
office  as  a  prophet  of  God,  whofe  duty  it  was  to 
reprove  the  wickednefs  of  kings,  as  of  other 
men.  He  ordered  them  to  make  the  valley 
where  they  were  full  of  ditches  : — this,  you 
fay,  u  every  countryman  could  have  told,  that 
the  way  to  get  water  was  to  dig  for  it  ■ 
but  this  is  not  a  true  reprefentation  of  the 
cafe  ;  the  ditches  were  not  dug  that  water 
might  be  gotten  by  digging  for  it,  but  that 
they  might  hold  the  water  when  it  fliould  mi- 
raculoufly  come  (C  without  wind  or  rain,” 
from  another  country  ;  and  it  did  come  “  from 
the  way  of  Edom,  and  the  country  was  filled 
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with  water.”— As  to  Eliiha’s  curfing  the  lit¬ 
tle  children  who  had  mocked  at  him,  and  their 
definition  in  confequence  of  his  imprecation, 
the  whole  (lory. mud  be  taken  together.  I  he 
provocation  he  received,  is  by  fome,  confi- 
dered  as  an  infult  offered  to  him,  not  as  a 
man  but  a  prophet,  and  that  the  perfons  who 
offered  it  were  not  what  we  underffand  by  little 
children  but  grown-up  youths  ;  the  term  child 
being  applied,  in  the  Hebrev/  language  to 
grown-up  perfons.  Be  this  as  it  may,  the 
curfing  was  the  a£t  of  the  prophet  ;  had  it 
been  afin,  it  would  not  have  been  followed  by 
a  miraculous  deflrudlion  of  the  offenders  ;  for 
this  was  the  a£t  of  God,  who  heft  knows  wha 
deferve  punifhment.  Vv  hat  effect  fuch  a  fig- 
nal  judgment  had  on  the  idolatrous  inhabi¬ 
tants  of  the  land,  is  no  where  faid  ;  but  it  is 
probable  it  was  not  without  a  good  effect. 

Ezekiel  and  Daniel  lived  during  the  Ba¬ 
bylonian  captivity;  you  allow  their  writings 
to  be  genuine.  In  this  you  differ  from  fomc 
of  the  greeted:  adverfaries  of  chriftianity  ;  and 
in  my  opinion  cut  up,  by  this  conceffion,  the 
very  root  of  your  whole  performance.  It  is 
next  to  an  irnpoffibility  for  any  man,  who  ad¬ 
mits  the  book  of  Daniel  to  be  a  genuine  book, 
and  who  examines  that  book  with  intelli¬ 
gence  and  impartiality,  to  refufe  his  alien t  to 
the  truth  of  chriftianity.  As  to  your  faying, 
that  the  interpretations  which  commentators 
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andpriefls  have  made  of  thefe  hooks,  only  fhew 
the  fraud,  or  the  extreme  folly,  to  which  credu¬ 
lity  and  prieftcraft  can  go,  I  confider  it  as  no¬ 
thing  but  a  proof  of  the  extreme  folly  or  fraud 
to  which  prejudice  and  infidelity  can  carry 
a  minute  philofopher.  You  profefs  a  fond- 
nefs  for  fcience  ;  I  will  refer  you  to  a  fcienti- 
iic  man  who  was  neither  a  commentator  nor  a 
pried, — to  Fergufon. — In  a  tradt  entitled — 
"i  he  year  of  our  Saviour’s  Crucifixion  afcer- 
tained  ;  and  the  darknefs,  at  the  time  of  his 
crucifixion,  proved  to  be  fupernatural — this 
real  philofopher  interprets  the  remarkable 
prophecy  in  the  cjth  chapter  of  Daniel,  and 
concludes  his  differtation  in  the  following 
words — a  1l  bus  we  have  an  agronomical  de- 
monftration  of  the  truth  of  this  ancient  pro¬ 
phecy,  feeing  that  the  prophetic  year  of  the 
Ale  iii  ah’s  being  cut  off,  was  the  very  fame 
with  the  aftronomical.”  I  have  fomewhere 
read  an  account  ofafolemn  deputation  which 
was  held  at  Venice,  in  the  laft  century,  be¬ 
tween  a  jew  and  a  chriftian  : — the  chriftian 
ffrongly  argued  from  Daniel's  prophecy  of  the 
feventy  weeks,  that  Jefus  was  the  Meffiah 
whom  the  jews  had  long  expected,  from  the 
predictions  of  their  prophets  : — the  learned 
Rabbi,  who  prefided  at  this  difputation,  was 
fo  forcibly  (truck  by  the  argument,  that  he 
put  an  end  to  the  bufmefs,  by  faying, — cc  Let 
us  (hut  our  Bibles  ;  for  if  we  proceed  in  the 
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examination  of  this  prophecy,  it  will  make  us 
all  become  chriftians.” — Was  it  a  fimilar  ap¬ 
prehension  which  deterred  you  from  fo  much 
as  opening  the  book  of  Daniel  ?  You  have 
not  produced  from  it  one  exceptionable  paf- 
fage.  I  hope  you  will  read  that  book  with 
attention,  with  intelligence,  and  with  an  un¬ 
biased  mind  follow  the  advice  of  our  Saviour 
when  he  quoted  this  very  prophecy — cc  Let 
him  that  readeth  underftand” — and  I  (hall  not 
defpair  of  your  .converfion  from  deifm  to  chri- 
ftianity. 

In  order  to  difcredit  the  authority  of  the 
books  which  you  allow  to  be  genuine,  you 
form  a  flrange  and  prodigious  Hypothecs  con¬ 
cerning  Ezekiel  and  Daniel,  for  which  there 
is  no  manner  of  foundation  either  in  hiftory 
or  probability.  You  fuppofe  thefe  two  men 
to  have  had  no  dreams,  no  vifions,  no  revela¬ 
tion  from  God  Almighty  ;  but  to  have  pre¬ 
tended  to  thefe  things  ;  and,  under  that'  dif- 
guife,  to  have  carried  on  an  enigmatical  cor- 
refpondence  relative  to  the  recovery  of  their 
country  from  the  Babylonian  yoke.  That 
any  man  in  his  fenfes  ihculd  Lame  or  adopt 
fuch  an  hypothecs,  fhould  have  fo  little  regard 
to  his  own  reputation  as  an  impartial  enquirer 
after  truth,  fo  little  relpedt  for  the  underiland- 
ing  of  his  readers,  as  to  obtrude  it  on  the 
world,  would  have  appeared  an  incredible  cir- 
eumfbmce,  had  not  you  made  it  a  fadt. 
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You  quote  a  paffage  from  Ezekiel  j  in  the 
29th  chapter,  ver.  1 1,  fpeaking  of  Egypt,  it  is 
faid- — u  No  foot  of  man  lb  all  pafs  through  it, 
nor  foot  of  beaft  lb  all  pafs  through  it,  neither 
fhall  it  be  inhabited  forty  years  : — this,  you 
fay,  “  never  came  to  pafs,  and  confequently  it 
is  falfe,  as  all  the  books  I  have  already  viewed 
are.”  Now  that  this  did  come  to  pafs,  we 
have,  as  Bifhop  Newton  obferves,  “  the  teili- 
monics  of  Megafthenes  and  Berofus,  two  hea¬ 
then  hiflorians,  who  lived  about  300  years  be¬ 
fore  Chriff  ;  one  of  whom  affirms,  expreffiy, 
that  Nebuchadnezzar  conquered  ti  e  greater 
part  of  Africa  *,  and  the  other  affirms  it,  in 
effect,  in  faying,  that  when  Nebuchadnezzar 
heard  of  the  death  of  his  father,  having  fettled 
his  affairs  in  Egypt ,  and  committed  the  cap¬ 
tives  whom  he  took  in  Egypt  to  the  care  o- 
fome  of  his  friends  to  bring  them  after  him 
he  halted  direbtly  to  Babylon.”  And  if  wc 
had  been  poffeffed  of  no  teftimeny  in  fupport  o 
the  prophecy,  it  would  have  been  an  hafty  con¬ 
clusion,  that  the  prophecy  never  came  to  pafs 
thehiftory  of  Egypt,  at  fo  remote  a  period 
being  no  where  accurately  and  circumffan- 
daily  related.  I  admit  that  no  period  can  h 
pointed  out  from  the  age  of  Ezekiel  to  tin 
prefentv  in  which  there  was  no  foot  of  man  o 
beaft  to  be  feen  for  forty  years  in  all  Egypt 
but  fome  think,  that  only  a  part  of  Egypt  i 
here  fpoken  of  \  and  furely  you  do  not  expcc 
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a  literal  accomplifhment  of  an  hyperbolical 
expreffion,  denoting  great  defolation ;  import¬ 
ing  that  the  trade  of  Egypt,  which  was  carried 
on  then,  as  at  p relent,  by  caravans,  by  the 
foot  of  man  and  bead:,  fhould  be  annihilated. 
Had  you  taken  the  trouble  to  have  looked  a 
little  farther  into  the  book  from  which  you 
have  made  your  quotation,  you  would  have 
there  feen  a  prophecy  delivered  above  two 
thoufand  years  ago,  and  which  has  been  ful¬ 
filling  from  that  time  to  this — “  Egypt  (hall  be 
the  bafefi:  of  the  kingdoms,  neither  {hall  it  ex¬ 
alt  itfelf  any  more  above  the  nations — there 
{hall  be  no  more  a  prince  of  the  land  of 
Egypt.”  This  you  may  call  a  dream,  a  vifi- 
on,  a  lie  :  I  efteem  it  a  wonderful  prophecy  £ 
for  cc  as  is  the  prophecy,  fo  has  been  the  event. 
Egypt  Was  conquered  by  the  Babylonians  ; 
and  after  the  Babylonians  by  the  Perfians ; 
and  after  the  Perfians  it  became  fubjedt  to  the 
Macedonians  ;  and  after  the  Macedonians  to 
the  Romans ;  and  after  the  Romans  to  the 
Saracens  ;  and  then  to  the  Mamalucs  ;  and  is 
now  a  province  of  the  Turkiih  empire.” 

Suffer  me  to  produce  to  you  from  this  au¬ 
thor  not  an  enigmatical  letter  to  Daniel  refi- 
pedling  the  recovery  of  jerufalem  from  the 
hands  of  the  kingof  Babylon,  but  an  enigma¬ 
tical  prophecy  concerning  Zedekiah  the  king 
of  Jerufalem,  before  it  was  taken  by  the  ChaJ.- 
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deans.~cc  I  will  bring  him  (Zedekiah)  td 
Babylon,  to  the  land  of  the  Chaldeans  ;  yet 
fhall  he  not  fee  it,  though  he  fhall  die  there.’3 
—How  !  not  fee  Babylon,  when  he  fhould 
die  there  !  How,  moreover,  is  this  confident, 
you  may  afk,  with  what  Jeremiah  had  foretold 
—that  Zedekiah  mould  fee  the  eyes  of  the 
king  of  Babylon  r — This  darknefs  of  expref- 
fiort,  and  apparent  contradiction  between  the 
two  prophets,  induced  Zedekiah  (as  Jofephus 
informs  us)  to  give  no  credit  to  either  of 
them  ;  yet  he  unhappily  experienced,  and  the 
faff  is  worthy  your  observation,  the  truth  of 
them  both.  He  faw  the  eyes  of  the  king  of 
Babylon,  not  at  Babylon,  but  at  Riblah  ;  his 
eyes  were  there  put  out ;  and  he  was  carried 
to  Babylon,  yet  he  faw  it  not ;  and  thus  were 
the  predictions  of  both  the  prophets  verified, 
and  the  enigma  of  Ezekiel  explained. 

As  to  your  wonderful  difeovery  that  the 
prophecy  of  Jonah  is  a  book  of  home  gentile, 
u  and  that  it  has  been  written  as  a  fable,  to 
expofe  the  non fenfe,  and  to  fatirize  the  vici¬ 
ous  and  malignant  character  of  a  Bible  pro¬ 
phet,  or  a  predicting  prieft,”  I  fhall  put  it, 
covered  with  Hellebore  for  the  fervice  of  its 
author,  on  the  fame  fhelf  with  your  hypothecs 
concerning  the  confpiracyof  Daniel  and  Eze¬ 
kiel,  and  fhall  not  fay  another  word  about  it. 

You  conclude  your  objections  to  the  Old 
Ycftament  in  a  triumphant  ftyle  ;  an  angry 
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opponent  would  fay,  in  a  ftyle  of  extreme  ar¬ 
rogance,  and  lottifh  felf-fufficiency. — tc  I  have 
gone”  you  fay,  c<  through  the  Bible  (mi  flak- 
ing  here,  as  in  other  places,  the  Old  t  elta- 
ment  for  the  Bible)  as  a  man  would  go  through 
a  wood,  with  an  axe  on  his  fhoulders,  and 
fell  trees;  here  they  lye  ;  and  the  priefts,  if 
they  can,  may  replant  them.  They  may,  per¬ 
haps,  flick  them  in  the  ground,  but  they 
will  never  grow.” — And  is  it  poffible  that 
you  mould  think  fo  highly  of  your  perform¬ 
ance,  as  to  believe,  that  you  have  thereby  dc- 
moliflied  the  authority  of  a  book  which  New¬ 
ton  himfelf  efteemed  the  mod  authent  ic  of  all 
hiflories  ;  which,  by  its  celeftial  lighg  illu¬ 
mines  the  darkefl  ages  of  antiquity  ;  which  is 
the  touchftone  whereby  we  arc  enabled  to  dif- 


tinguifh.  between  true  and  fabulous  theology, 
between  the  God  of  Ifrae!,  holy,  juff,  and 
good,  and  the  impure  rabble  of  heathen. 
Baalim  ;  which  has  been  thought,  by  compe¬ 
tent  judges,  to  have  afforded  matter  for  the 
laws  of  Solon,  and  a  foundation  for  the  phi' o- 
fophy  of  Plato  ;*  which  has  been  illustrated 
by  the  labour  of  learning,  in  all  ages  and  coun¬ 
tries  ;  and  been  admired  and  venerated  for 
its  piety,  its  fublimity,  its  veracity,  by  all  who 
were  able  to  read  and  underhand  it  ?  IN  o,  Sir  ; 
you  have  gone  indeed  through  the  wood,  with 
the  be fc  intention  in  the  world  to  cut  it  down  ; 
but  you  have  merely  bulled  yourfelf  in  expof- 
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ing  to  vulgar  contempt  a  few  unfightly  ft  rubs’ 
which  good  men  had  wifely  concealed  from 
public  view;  you  have  entangled  yourfelf  in 
thickets  of  thorns  and  briars  ;  you  have  loft 
your  way  on  the  mountains  of  Lebanon  :  the 
goodly  cedar  trees  whereof,  lamenting  the 
madnefs,  and  pitying  the  blindnefs  of  your 
rage  againft  them,  have  fcorned  the  blunt  edge 
and  the  bafe  temper  of  vour  axe,  and  laughed 
unhurt  at  the  feeblenefs  of  your  ffroke. 

In  plain  language,  you  have  gone  through 
the  Old  Teftament  hunting  after  difficulties, 
and  you  have  found  fomc  real  ones  ;  thefe  you 
have  endeavoured  to  magnify  into  infur- 
mountable  objections  to  the  authority  of  the 
whole  book.  When  it  is  conlldered  that  the 
Old  Teftament  is  compofed  of  feveral  hooks, 
written  by  different  authors,  and  at  different 
periods,  from  Mofes  to  Malachi,  comprifing 
an  abftracted  hiffory  of  a  particular  nation  for 
above  a  thoufand  years,  I  think  the  real  diffi¬ 
culties  which  occur  in  it  are  much  fewer,  and 
of  much  Ids  importance,  than  could  reafona- 
bly  have  been  expected.  Apparent  difficul¬ 
ties  you  have  reprefented  as  real  ones,  with¬ 
out  hinting  at  the  manner  in  which  they  have 
been  explained.  You  have  ridiculed  things 
held  moft  iacred,  and  calumniated  characters 
efteemed  moft  venerable;  you  have  excited 
the  feoffs  of  the  profane  ;  increafed  the  feep- 
ticifm  of  the  doubtful  ;  ftaken  the  faith  of  the 
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unlearned  ;  {uagefted  cavils  to  tee  cc  mlp'!- 
ters  of  this  world and  perplexed  the  minds 
of  honeft  men  who  with  to  worfhip  the  Goa 
of  their  fathers  in  fincerity  and  truth. — This 
and  more  you  have  done  in  going  tni ough  the 
Old  Teftament ;  but  you  have  not  fo  much  as 
glanced  at  the  great  design  of  the  whole,  at  the 
harmony  and  mutual  dependence  or  the  Seve¬ 
ral  parts.  You  have  faid  nothing  of  the  w;f- 
dom  of  God  in  (electing  a  particular  people 
from  the  reft  of  mankind,  not  for  their  own 
fakes  but  that  they  might  witnefs  to  the  who'e 
world,  in  fucceffivt  ages,  his  exiftence  and  at¬ 
tributes  ;  that  they  might  be  an  inftrunient 
fubverting  idolatry;  of  declaring  the  name  or 
tire  God  oflfrael  throughout  the  whole  eart  . 
It  was  through  this  nation  that  the  Egyptians 
faw  the  wonders  of  God  ;  that  ^tue  Canaan- 
ites  ( whom  wickednels  had  mane  a  k  proa -it 
to  human  nature)  felt  his  judgments  ;  tbs: 
the  Babylonians  iffued  their  decrees— “  i  na: 
none  {hould  dare  to  {peak  amifs  of  the  God 
of  I 
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.  fhould  fear  and  trern  .  - 

nd  it  is  throu  Ai  them  that  vou  and 

O  J 


k  V*  V  .  „ £'l 

X  and  all  the  world,  arenot  at  this  day  vvoa  in.  le¬ 
pers  of  idols.  You  have  hud  nothing  oc  tn* 
g-oodnu  is  of  God  in  promiiing,  mat  thiyuyn 
the  feed  of -Abraham,  all  the  nations  oi  no 
enr-’h  were  to  be  olciied  3  teat  tire  de;  u  e  or  an 
«*,»■;  w  G-  'f  Rrv  of  Abraham  to  the  5/an- 
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prophecies  refpe&ing  the  corning  of  the  Meffi- 
a!i :  though  they  acfolutely  fixed  the  time  of  his 
coming,  and  of  his  being  cut  o  ' ;  defcribed  his 
©aice, charter  condition, bufferings, and  death, 
in  iocircumftantisl  a  manner,  that  we  cannotbut 
.  aftom  toed  at  tne  accuracy  of  their  completion 
m  the  perfon  of  Jefus  of  Nazareth.  You  have 
neglected  noticing  the  teftimony  of  the  whole 
jewifh  nation  o  the  truth  both  of  the  natural  and 
mu aculous faffs  recorded  in  the  Old  teftamenf. 
■*  oat  we  may  better  judge  of  the  weight  of  this 
teftimony,  let  us  fuppofe  that  God  fhould  now 
lnanifcft  himielt  to  us,  as  we  contend  he  did  to 
tne  Hraelites  in  Egypt,  in  the  defect,  and  in  the 
etna  or  Canaan  \  ana  thathefhouJd  continue  thefe 
in  an  i  reflations  of  himfelf  to  our  poflerity  for  a 
thoufand  years  or  more,  pun  idling  or  rewarding 
them  according  as  they  di fobeyed  or  obeyed  his 
commands  ;  what  would  you  expect  fliould  be 
tau  blue  ?  /ou  would  expedl  that  our  poflerity 
wouio,  i  n  the  remote!!  period  of  time,  adhere  to 
tacir  God,  and  maintain  again  ft  all  opponents 
oil  truth  of  the  books  in  which  the  difpenfations 
oi  God  to  us  and  to  our  fucceffors  had  been  re¬ 
corded.  They  would  not  yield  to  the  objections 
oi  men,  wno,  not  having  experienced  the  fame 
c:imc  go  vernment,  fliould  for  want  of  fuch 
e-xpe;  ience,refufeafientto  their  teftimony.  No; 
ttwy  would  be  to  the  then  furrounding  nations, 
uM>at  tne  jews  are  to  us,  witneftes  of  the  ex- 
fftence  and  of  the  moral  government  of  God. 
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U  npHE  New  T aflame nt,  they  tell  us,  is 
|  founded  upon  the  prophecies  of  the 
Old  :  if  fo,  it  mud  follow  the  fate  of  its  foun¬ 
dation.”— Thus  you  open  your  attack  upon 
the  New  Teftament ;  and  I  agree  with  you, 
that  the  New  Teftament  muft  follow  the  fate 
of  the  Old  ;  and  that  fate  is  to  remain  unim¬ 
paired  by  fuch  efforts  as  you  have  made  againft 
it.  The  New  Teftament,  however,  is  not 
founded  folely  on  the  prophecies  of  the  Old. 
If  an  heathen  from  Athens  or  Rome ,  who  had 
never  heard  of  the  prophecies  of  the  Old 
Teftament,  had  been  an  eye-witnefs  of  the 
miracles  of  Jefus,  he  would  have  made  the 
fame  conclulion  that  the  jew  Ni code nTus 
did — u  Rabbi,  we  know  that  thou  art  a  teach¬ 
er  come  from  God  ;  for  no  man  can  do  thefe 
miracles  that  thou  doeft,  except  God  be  with 
him.” — Our  Saviour  tells  the  jews — cc  Had 
ye  believed  Mofes,  ye  would  have  believed 
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me  ;  for  he  wrote  of  me  — and  he  bids  them 
fearch  the  fcriptures,  for  they  terrified  of  him  : 
— but,  notwithstanding  this- appeal  to  the  pro¬ 
phecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  jefus  faid  to 
the  jews,  w  Though  ye  believe  not  in  me, 
believe  the  works,” — a  believe  me  for  the 
very  works’  fake.” — “  If  i  had  not  done 
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among  them  the  works  which  none  other  man 
did,  they  had  not  had  fmT — Thefe  are  fufH- 
cient  proofs  that  the  truth  of  Thrift’s  million 
was  not  even  to  the  jews,  much  lefs  to  the 
gentiles,  founded  folely  on  the  truth  of  the 
prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament.  So  that 
if  you  could  prove  forne  of  thefe  prophecies  to 
have  been  mifapplied,  and  not  completed  in 
the  perfon  of  Jefus,  the  truth  of  the  chriftian 
religion  would  not  thereby  be  overturned.— 
1  hat  Jefus  of  Nazareth  was  the  perfon,  in 
whom  all  the  prophecies,  aired:  and  typical, 
in  the  Old  Teftament,  refpeefing  the  Median, 
were  fulfilled,  is  a  propofition  founded  on 
thofe  prophecies,  and  to  be  proved  by  compa¬ 
ring  them  with  the  hiftory  of  his  life.  That 
Jefus  was  a  prophet  fent  from  God,  is  one 
propofition — that  jefus  was  the  prophet,  the 
Melliab,  is  another;  and  though  he  certainly 
was  both  a  prophet  and  the  prophet,  yet  the 
foundations  of  the  proof  or  thefe  propositions 
are  feparate  and  d:f  inch 
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Mary,  and  of  fuch  a  man  as  Jofeph,  and  Jefus. 
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is,  you  fay,  a  matter  of  indifference,  about 
which  there  is  no  ground  either  to  believe  or 
to  difbelieve. — Belief  is  different  from  know¬ 
ledge,  with  which  you  here  leem  to  confound 

it.  We  know  that  the  whole  is  greater  than 
its  part— and  we  know  that  all  the  angles  in  the 
fame  fegment  of  a  circle  are  equal  to  each  other 
— we  have  intuition  and  demonftration  as 
grounds  of  this  knowledge  ;  but  is  there  no 
ground  for  belief  of  paft  or  future  exigence  ? 
Is  there  no  ground  for  believing  that  the  iun 
will  exift  to-morrow,  and  that  your  father  ex¬ 
ited  before  you  ?  You  condefcend,  however, 
to  think  it  probable,  that  there  were  fuch  per- 
fons  as  Mary,  Jofeph,and  jefus  :  and  without 
troubling  yourfelf  about  their  exi  thence  or 
non-exiitence,  alTuming,  as  it  were,  for  the 
fake  of  argument,  but  without  positively 
granting,  their  exigence,  you  proceed  to  in¬ 
form  us,  “  that  it  is  the  fable  of  Jefus  Chrift* 
as  told  in  the  New  Teftament,  and  the  wild 
and  vifionary  dodfrine  railed  thereon,*7  againfl 
which  you  contend.  '  You  will  not  repute  it  a 
fable,  that  there  was  fuch  a  man  as  Jefus 
Chrill: ;  that  he  lived  in  Judea  near  eighteen 
hundred  years  ago  ;  that  he  went  about  doing 
good,  and  preaching,  not  only  in  the  villages 
or  Galilee,  but  in  the  city  of  Jerufalem  *,  that 
he  had  feveral  followers,  who  conftantly  at¬ 
tended  him  ;  that  he  was  put  to  death  by  Pon¬ 
tius  Pilate  \  that  his  difciples  were  numerous 
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f  fc:v  y?ar3  a^ter  feis  death,  not  only  in  Judea 
but  m  Rome  the  capital  of  the  world,  and  in 
eveiy  province- of  the  Roman  empire;  that  a 
particular  day  has  been  obferved  in  a  religious 
manner  by  ali  his  followers,  in  commemorati- 
on  of  a  real  or  fuppofed  relurrebtion  ;  and  that 
tm  conitant  celebration  of  baptifm,  and  of  the 
-Loru  s  (upper,  may  be  traced  back  from  the 
preterit  time  to  him,  as  the  author  of  thofe  in- 
titutions.  i  hefe  things  conftitute,  I  fup_ 
pote,  no  part  of  your  fable  ;  and  if  thefe  things 
be  facts,  they  will,  when  maturely  confidered 
craw  after  them  fo  many  other  things  related 
m  the  New  Teffament  concernino-  JL-fus 
tnat  there  will  be  left  for  your  fable  blit  very 
fcar.ty  materials,  which  will  require  great  fer- 
tbity  of  invention,  before  you  will  drefs  them 
up i  into  any  form  which  will  not  difguft  even 
a  iuperncial  obferver. 

I  he  miraculous  conception  you  effeem  a 

fame, and  in  your  mind  it  is  an  obfcene  fable _ . 

Impure  indeed  muft  that  man’s  immagination 

be,  who  can  dilcover  any  obfcenity  in' the  an¬ 
gel’s  declaration  to  Mary— -The  Holy  Ghoft 
inatl  come  upon  thee,  and  the  power  of  the 
rignclb  ill  all  oveifhadow  thee  t  therefore 
Holy  thing  which  lhall  be  born  of  the'fhS 
be  called  the  foil  of  God.— I  wonder  you  do 
not  find  obfcenity  in  Genefis,  where  it  is  fa  id, 
i  ne  Spirit  of  God  moved  upon  the  face  of 
the  waters,”  and  brought  order  out  of  confufi- 


whatever  for  the  aflertion  ;  there  would  have 
been  lome  for  faying  that  much  of  the  heathen 
mythology  was  built  upon  the  events  recorded 
in  the  Old  Teftament. 

You  come  now  to  a  demonftration,  or 
which  amounts  to  the  fame  thing,  to  a  pro¬ 
portion  which  cannot,  you  fay,  be  controvert¬ 
ed  firft,  “  That  the  agreement  of  all  the  parts 
of  a  ftory  does  not  prove  that  ftory  to  be  true, 
becaufe  the  parts  may  agree  and  the  whole  may 
be  falfe  ; — fecondly,  That  the  disagreement  of 
the  parts  of  a  ftory  proves  that  the  whole  can¬ 
not  he  true.  The  agreement  does  not  prove 
truth,  but  the  dilagreement  proves  falfehood 
pofttivelyT  Great  ufe,  I  perceive,  is  to  be 
made  of  this  propefition.  You  will  pardon 
my  unfkilfulnefs  in  dialectics,  if  I  prefume  to 
controvert  the  truth  of  this  abftradt  proporti¬ 
on,  as  applied  to  any  purpofe  in  life.  The  a- 
greement  of  the  parts  ©f  a  ftory  implies  that 
the  ft  ory  has  been  told  by,  at  leaft,  two  perfems 
(the  life  of  iJodfor  Johnfon,  for  inftance,  by 
Sir  John  Hawkins  and  Mr.  Bofwel).  Now  I 
think  it  fcarcely  pofiible  for  even  two  perfons. 


one  @f  their  acquaintance,  without  there  be- 


v/uh  rcfped  to  the  number  and  order  of  the 
incidents  of  his  life.  Some  things  will  be 
omitted  by  one,  and  mentioned  by  the  other  ; 
foine  things  will  be  briefly  touched  by  one, 
and  the  fame  things  will  be  circumftantially 
detailed  by  the  other  ;  the  fame  things  which 
are  mentioned  in  the  lame  way  by  them  both, 
may  not  be  mentioned  as  having  happened  ex¬ 
actly  at  the  fame  point  of  time,  with  other 
poilible  and  probable  differences.  But  thefe 
real  or  apparent  difHcul ties,  in  minute  circum- 
ftances,  will  not  invalidate  their  teftimony  as 
to  the  material  tranfadions  of  his  life,  much 
lefs  will  they  render  the  whole  of  it  a  fable. 
Iffeverai  independent  witneffes,  of  fair  cha¬ 
racters,  fhould  agree  in  all  the  parts  of  aftory3 
in  tefti lying,  lor  inftance,  that  a  murder  or  a 
robbery  was  committed  at  a  particular  time, 
in  a  particular  place,  and  by  a  certain  indivi¬ 
dual,)  every  court  of  juftice  in  the  world 
would  admit  the  fad,  not  with  Handing  the  ab- 
lirad  poffibility,  of  the  whole  being  falfe  : — . 
again,  if  feveral  honed:  men  fhould  agree  in 
faying;  that  they  faw  the  king  of  France  be¬ 
headed,  though  they  fhould  dilagree  as  to  the 
figure  of  the  guillotine  or  the  fize  of  his  exe¬ 
cutioner,  as  to  the  king's  hands  being  bound 
or  loefc,  as  to  his  being  compofed  or  agitated 
in  afe'ending  the  fcaffold,  yet  every  court  of 
juftice  in  the  world  would  think,  that  fuch 
difference,  refpeding  the  circumftances  of  the 
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fa&>  did  not  Invalidate  the  evidence  refpedling 
the  fad!  iufelf.  When  you  fpeak  of  the  whole 
of  a  dory,  you  cannot  mean  every  particular 
circum (ranee  connected  with  the  (lory,  but 
not  effential  to  it  ;  you  mud  mean  the  pith 
and  marrow  of  the  (lory  ;  for  it  would  be  ini- 
poliible  to  edablifh  the  truth  of  any  facl,  (of 
admirals  Byng  or  Kepple,  for  example,  hav¬ 
ing  negledted  or  not  negledted  their  duty. )  if 
a  diiagreement  in  the  evidence  of  witndfes, 
in  minute  points,  (liould  be  confidered  as  an¬ 
nihilating  the  weight  of  their  evidence  in 
points  of  importance.  In  a  word,  the  relati¬ 
on  of  a  iadt  differs  effentially  from  the  demon- 
flracion  of  a  theorem.  If  one  (lep  is  left  out, 
one  link  in  the  chain  of  ideas  condituting  a  de- 
mondration  is  omitted,  the  conclufion  will  be 
dedroyed  ;  but  a  fadl  may  be  eft abli died,  not- 
withftanding  a  difagreement  of  the  witnedes 
in  certain  trifling  particulars  of  their  evidence 
refpedling  it. 

fou  apply  your  incontrovertible  proportion 
to  the  genealogies  of  Chrid  given  by  Matthew 
and  Luke — there  is  a  difagreement  between 
them  ;  therefore,  you  fay,  uIf  Matthew  fpake 
truth,  Luke  fpeaks  falfehood  ;  and  if  Luke 
fpeak  truth,  Matthew  fpeaks  falfehood  ;  and 
thence  there  is  no  authority  for  believing  ei¬ 
ther  ;  and  if  they  cannot  be  believed  even  in 
the  very  fjrd  thing  they  fay  and  f:t  out  to  prove, 
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they  are  not  entitled  to  he  believed  in  ar 
thing  they  lay  afterwards.”  I  cannot  admit  ei 
ther  your  premifes  or  you  conclusion — not  yoi 
conclusion  ;  becaufe  two  authors,  who  diffe 
in  tracing  back  the  pedigree  of  an  individu; 
for  above  a  thousand  years,  cannot,  on  th; 
acco  unt,  be  esteemed  incompete nt  to  bear  te 
timony  to  the  transactions  of  his  life,  unle 
an  intention  to  fallify  could  be  proved  again 
them.  If  two  Weifh  hiftorians  fliould  at  th 
time  write  the  lire  of  any  remarkable  man  c 
their  country,  who  had  been  dead  twenty  c 
thirty  years,  and  Should,  through  differer 
branches  ot  their  genealogical  tree,  carry  u 
the  pedigree  of  Cadwallon ,  would  they,  o 
account  of  that  difference,  be  diferedited  i 
every  tiling  they  faid  ?  Might  it  not  be  believ 
ed  that  they  gave  the  pedigree  as  they  ha 
found  it  recorded  in  different  inftruments,  bi 
without  the  leaff  intention  to  write  a  falfehood 
I  cannot  admit  your  premifes  ;  becaufe  Mat 
tlievv  fpeaks  truth,  and  Luke  fpeaks  trutl 
though  they  do  not  fpeak  the  fame  truth 
Matthew  giving  the  genealogy  of  Jofeph  th 
reputed  father  of  Jefus,  and  Luke  giving  th 
nealogy  of  Mary  the  real  mother  of  jefu; 
If  you  will  not  admit  this,  other  explanation 
of  the  difficulty  might  be  given  ;  but  I  ho] 
it  fufficient  to  fay,  that  the  authors  had  no  de 
Sign  to  deceive  the  reader,  that  they  took  thei 
counts  from  the  public  regifiers,  whic. 


were  carefully  kept,  and  that  had  they  been 
fabricators  of  thefe  genealogies,  they  would 
have  been  expofed  at  the  time  to  inftant  detec¬ 
tion  5  and  the  certainty  of  that  detedtion  would 
have  prevented  them  from  making  the  attempt 
to  inapofe  a  falfe  genealogy  on  the  je willi  na¬ 


tion. 


/XX* 

But  that  you  may  effectually  other  throw 
the  credit  of  thefe  genealogies,  you  make  the 
following  calculation: — a  From  the  birth  of 
David  to  the  birth  of  Chrift  is  upwards  of 


1080  year's;  and  as  there  were  but  27  full 
generations,  to  find  the  average  age  of  eacn 
perfon  mentioned  in  St.  Matthew’s  lift  at  the 
time  his  firff  fon  was  born, jt  is  only  neceflfa- 
ry  to  divide  io3o  by  27,  which  gives  40  years 
for  each  perfbn.  As  the  life-time  of  man  was 
then  but  of  the  fame  extent  it  is  now,  it  is  an 
abfurdity  to  fuppofe,  that  27  generations 
fhould  all  be  old  batchelors,  before  they  marri¬ 
ed.  So  far  from  this  genealogy  being  a  fo- 
lemn  truth,  it  is  not  even  a  reasonable  lie.” — - 
This  argument  aflumes  the  appearance  of 
arithmetical  accuracy,  and  the  conclufion  is  in 
a  ftyle  which  even  its  truth  would  not  excuie  : 
—yet  the  argument  is  good  for  nothing,  and 
the  conclufion  is  not  true.  Y  ou  have  read 


the  Bible  with  forne  attention  ;  and  you  are 
extremely  liberal  in  imputing  to  it  lies  and  ab- 
furditie§  ;  read  it  over  again,  cfpeciaily  the 
books  of  the  Chronicles,  and  you  will  there 


in'.l,  that,  In  the  genealogical  lift  of  St.  Mat¬ 
thew,  three  generations  are  omitted  between 
Joram  and  Ozias;  Joram  was  the  father  of  Az- 
aiiae,  Azariah  of  Joafti,  Joafti  ot  Amaziah, 
and  Amaziah  of  Ozias. — I  inquire  not,  in  this 
place  whence  shis  omiftion  proceeded  ;  whe- 
ther  it  is  to  be  attributed  to  an  error  in  the 
genealogical  tables  from  whence  Matthew 
tooic  his  account,  or  to  a  corruption  of  the 
teact  of  the  evangehft  ;  ftill  it  is  an  omiftion. 
I’Nowif  you  will  add  thefe  three  generations 
to  the  2 7  you  mention,  and  divide  1080  by 
3°>  you  w*fi  find  the  average  age  when  thefe 
jtws  had  each  of  them  their  firft  foil  born, 
was^  36.  They  married  fooner  than  they 
ougnt  to  have  done,  a  cording  to  Ariftotle, 
who  fixes  thirty- feven  as  the  moft  proper  age, 
when  a  man  mould  marry.  Nor  was  it  rie- 
ceftary  that  they  fhould  have  been  old  batche- 
lors,  though  each  of  them  had  not  a  fon  to  fuc- 
caed  him  t;li  he  was  thirty-fix  ;  they  might 
have  been  married  at  twenty,  without  having 
a  fon  tiil  they  were  forty.  You  aiTume  in  your 
argument  that  the  firft  born  fon  fucceeded  the 
father  in  the  lift — this  is  not  true.  Solomon 
fucceeded  David  ;  yet  David  had  at  leaft  fix 
fons,  who  were  grown  to  manhood  before  So- 
lomon  was  born;  and  Rehoboam  had  at  leaft 
three  fons  before  he  had  Abia  (Abijah)  who 
fucceeded  him.  It  is  needlefs  to  cite  more  in- 
fiances  to  this  purpofe  ;  but  from  thefe,  and 


(  I23  ) 

other  circumftances  which  might  be  infift-.d 
uoon,  I  can  fee  no  ground  for  believing,  that 

the  o-enealogy  of  Jefus  Chnft  mentioned  by 

St.  Matthew,  is  not  a  folernn  truth.  . 

You  infift  much  upon  fome  things  being 
mentioned  by  one  erangelift,  which  are  not 
mentioned  by  all  or  any  of  tne  others  ;  an 
you  take  this  to  be  a  reafon  why  we  lhou.a 
conlider  the  gofpels,  not  as  the  works  or  Mat¬ 
thew,  Mark,  Luke,  and  John, but  as  the  pro¬ 
ductions  of  fome  unconnected  individuals, each 
of  whom  made  his  own  legend.  no  not  a 
mit  the  truth  of  this  fuppohtion  ;  but  1  may 
be  allowed  to  ufe  it  as  an  argument  "ga,_n 
yourfelf— it  removes  every  pomble  fu.picion 
t>f  fraud  and  impofture,  and  conmms  t  ie  go 
pel  hilfory  in  the  ftrongeft  manner.  rour 
unconnected  individuals  have  each  written  me¬ 
moirs  of  the  life  of  Jefus;  from  whatever 
fource  they  derived  their  materials,  it  is  evi¬ 
dent  that  they  agree  in  a  great  many  particulars 
of  the  laft  importance  ;  fuch  as  the  purity  of  his 
manners  ;  the  fandity  of  his  dodtrmes  ;  the 
multitude  and  publicity  of  his  miracles  ;  the 
perfecuting  fpirit  of  his  enemies  ;  the  manner 
of  his  death  ;  and  the  certainty  of  his  relur- 
rection  ;  and  vvhilft  they  agree  in  dicn. .  Src“ 
points,  their  disagreement  in  joints  01  httle 
confequsnce,  is  rather  a  connr matron  of  the 
truth,"  than  an  indication  of  the  falfehocd,  ci 
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1 

tbcir  feveral  accounts — Had  they  agreed  In 
nothing,  their  teftimony  ought  to  have  been 
rejected  as  a  legendary  tale  ;  had  they  agreed 
ni  every  thing,  it  might  have  been  fufpedted, 
ui<it  instead  of  unconnected  individuals,  they 
were  a  fet  of  importers.  The  manner,  in 
wtiicn  the  evangel ifts  have  recorded  the  par¬ 
ticulars  of  the  life  of  Jefus,  is  wholly  conform¬ 
able  to  what  we  experience  in  other  bioora- 
phers,  and  claims  our  higheft  affent  tcT  its 
truth;  notwithstanding  the  force  ofyour  in¬ 
controvertible  proportion. 

As  an  inftance  of  contradiction  between  the 
evangel  ills  you  tell  us,  that  Matthew  fays, 
tne  angel  announcing  the  immaculate  concep¬ 
tion  appeared  unto  Jofeph;  but  Luke  fays,  he 
appeared  unto  Mary.— The  angel,  Si  .-.appear¬ 
ed  to  them  both  ;  to  Mary,  w  en  he  informed 
her  that  the  fhould,  by  the  power  of  God,  con¬ 
ceive  a  fon;  to  Jofeph,  tome  months  after¬ 
wards,  when  Mary’s  pregnancy  was  virtble; 
m  the  interim  the  had  paid  a  vifit  of  three 
months  to  her  coufin  Elizabeth.  It  might 
have  been  expe&ed,  that,  from  the  accuracy 
with  which  you  have  read  your  Bible,  you 
could  not  have  confounded  thefe  obvioufly. 
oirtinct  appearances,  but  men,  even  of  can¬ 
dour,  are  liable  to  miftakes.  Who,  you  arte, 
would  now  believe  a  girl,  who  fhould  fay  the 

was  gotten  with  child  by  a  Ghoft  ? _ Who, 

but  yourfdf,  would  ever  have  alked  a  queltion 


at 


fb  abominably  indecent  and  profane  ?  I  can¬ 
not  argue  with  you  on  this  fubjeeL — You 
will  never  perfuade  the  world,  that  the  Holy 
Spirit  of  God  has  any  refemblance  to  the  dage 
ghofts  in  Hamlet  or  Macbeth,  from  which  you 
feern  to  have  derived  your  idea  of  it. 

The  dory  of  the  madacre  of  the  young 
children  by  the  order  of  Herod,  is  mentioned 
only  hy  Matthew  ;  and  therefore  you  think  it 
is  a  lie.  We  muff  give  up  all  hidory  if  we 
refute  to  admit  fa<SU  recorded  by  only  one 
hidorian.  Matthew  addrelfed  his  goipel  to 
the  jews,  and  pus  them  in  mind  of  a  circum- 
dance,  of  which  they  mud  have  had  a  melan¬ 
choly  remembrance  :  but  gentile  converts 
were  lefs  interefted  in  that  event.  The  evan¬ 
gel  ids  were  not  writing  the  life  of  Herod, 
but  of  Jefus  it  is  no  wonder  that  they  emit¬ 
ted,  above  half  a  century  after  the  death  of 
Herod,  an  indance  of  his  cruelty,  which  was 
not  eflentially  connefted  with  their  fubjedf. 
The  madacre,  however,  was  probably  known 
even  at  Rome  ;  and  it  was  certainly  corres¬ 
pondent  to  the  charadter  of  Herod.  John, 
you  fay,  at  the  time  of  the  madacre,  u  was  un¬ 
do  two  years  of  age,  and  yet  he  efcaped  ;  f® 
that  the  dory  circumftantially  belies  itfelf.”  — 
John  was  fix  months  older  than  Jefus;  and 
you  cannot  prove  that  he  was  not  beyond  the 
age  to  which  the  order  of  Herod  extended  ;  it 
probably  reached  no  farther  than  to  thofe  who 


had  completed  their  firfb  year,  without  includ- 
mg  thofe  who  had  entered  upon  their  fecond> 
but  without  infilling  upon  this  Hill,  I  contend 
that  you  cannot  prove  John  to  have  been  un¬ 
der  two  years  of  age  at  the  time  of  the  maila- 
cre  ;  and  I  could  give  many  probable 
reafons  to  the  contrary.  Nor  is  it  certain 
that  John  was,  at  that  time,  in  that  part  of  the 
country  to  which  the  edict  of  Herod  CX.  1 6  nded. 
But  there  would  be  no  end  of  anfwering,  at 
length,  all  your  little  objections. 

No  two  of  the  evangelifts,  you  obferve, 
agree  in  reciting  exactly  in  the  fane  words ,  the 
written  infcription  which  was  put  over  Chri ft 
when  he  was  crucified.  —  1  admit  that  there  is 
an  uneilential  verbal  difference  ;  and  are  you 
certain  that  there  was  not  a  verbal  difference 
in  the  infcriptions  themfelves  ? — One  was 
written  in  Hebrew,  another  in  Greek,  ano¬ 
ther  in  Latin  j  and,  though  they  had  all  the 
lame  meaning,  yet  it  is  probable,  that  if  two 
men  had  tranllated  the  Hebrew  and  the  Latin 
into  Greek,  there  would  have  been  a  verbal 
difference  between  their  tranflations.  You 
have  rendered  yourfelf  famous  by  writing  a 
book  called — The  Rights  of  Man  : — had  you 
been  guillotined  by  Robefpierre,  with  this  ti¬ 
tle,  written  in  French,  Englifih,  and  German, 
and  affixed  to  the  guillotine — Thomas  Paine, 
of  America,  author  of  The  Rights  of  Man — 
and  had  four  perfons,  fomc  of  whom  had  fees 
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die  execution,  and  the  reft  had  heard  of  it 
from  eye-witneffes,  written  ihart  accounts  of 
jour  fife  twenty  years  or  more  after  your 
death,  and  one  had  laid  the  infeription  was — 
This  is  Thomas  Paine,  the  author  of  l  he 
Rights  of  Man— another,  The  author  of  The 
Rights  of  Man — a  third,  This  is  the  author 
of  The  Rights  of  Man— and  a  fourth,  Thomas 
Paine,  of  America,  the  author  of  The  Rights 
of  Man — would  any  man  of  comrpon  fenfe 
have  doubted,  on  account  of  this  disagreement, 
the  veracity  of  the  authors  in  writing  your 
life  l — a  The  only  one,”  you  tell  us,  w  of  the 
men  called  apofties,  who  appears  to  nave  been 
near  the  fpoc  where  J  fus  was  crucified,  was 
Peter.” — This  your  aftertion  is  not  true — we 
do  not  know  that  Peter  was  prefent  at  the 
crucifixion;  but  we  do  know  that  John,  the 
diiciple  whom  Jefus  loved,  was  prefent ;  for 
Jefus  fpoke  to  him  from  the  croft. — You  go 
en,  u  But  why  Should  we  believe  Peter,  con¬ 
victed  by  their  own  account  of  perjury,  in 
fwearing  that  he  knew  not  Jefus  r” — I  will 
tell  you  why — becaufe  peter  iincerely  repent¬ 
ed  of  the  wickednefs  into  which  he  hadbeen  be¬ 
trayed,  through  fear  for  his  life,  and  Suffered 
martyrdom  in  atte Station  of  the  truth  of  the 
chriftian  religion. 

But  the  evangel! fts  difagree^  you  fay,  no 
only  as  to  the  fuperfeription  on  the  crofs,  bu 
as  to  the  time  of  the  crucifixion, u  Mark  fay- 
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ing  i*1  was  at  the  third  hour  (nine  in  the 
morning,]  and  John  at  the  fixth  hour  (twelve, 
as  you  fuppofe,  at  no6n).”  Various  folutions 
iiave  been  given  of  this  difficulty,  none  of 
which  fatisfied  Doctor  Middleton,  much  lefs 
can  ^  he  expefted  that  any  of  them  fhould  fa- 
t i c f y  you  ;  but  there  is  a  folution  not  noticed 
h Y  him,  in  which  many  judicious  men  have 
ecquiefced —  That  John  writing  his  gofpel  in 
Alia,  ufed  the  Roman  method  of  computing 
time  ;  which  was  the  fame  as  our  own ;  lo 
that  by  the  fixth  hour  when  Jefus  was  con- 
dcmned ,  we  are  to  underhand  fix  o’clock  in 
toe  morning  ;  the  intermediate  time  from  fix 
to  nine,  when  he  was  crucified,  being  employ¬ 
ed  in  preparing  for  the  crucifixion.  But  if 
tnis  difficulty  fhould  be  f bill  ejf  eemed  infuper- 
tiLMC,  it  does  not  follow  that  it  vvfii  always  re¬ 
main  fo  ;  and  if  it  fhould,  the  main  point,  the 
crucifixion  of  Jefus,  will  not  be  affecled  there- 
hY- 

l  cannot,  in  this  place,  omit  remarking 
feme  circum fiances  attending  the  crucifixion 
which  are  fo  natural,  that  we  might  have  won¬ 
dered  if  they  had  not  occurred.  Of  all  the  dif- 
ciples  of  Jefus,  John  was  beloved  by  him  with 
a  peculiar  degree  of  affe&ion  ;  and,  as  kind  - 
ncfs%p reduces  kindnefs,  there  can  be  little 
doubt  that  the  regard  was  reciprocal.  Now 
whom  fhould  we  ex  pea:  to  be  the  attendants 
of  Jefus  inhislaft  fin  fie  ring  ?  whom  but  John 
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tile  friend  of  his  heart  r — Whom  but  his  mo¬ 
ther,  whole  foul  was  now  pierced  through  by 
the  fword  of  borrow,  which  Simeon  had  iore- 
told  ? — Whom  but  thofe,  who  had  been  at¬ 
tached  to  him  through  life  ;  who  having  been 
healed  by  him  of  their  infirmities,  were  impel¬ 
led  by  gratitude  to  mini  Her  tohim  of  theirfub- 
itance,£obe  attentive  to  all  his  wants  r —  I  hue 
were  the  perfons  whom  we  fhould  have  expected 
to  attend  his  execution  ;  and  thefe  were  there. 
To  whom  would  an  expiring  Ion,  of  the  bed 
afFedtions,  recommend  a  poor,  and  probably, 
2.  widowed  mother,  but  to  his  war  me  it  rricmd  •' 
— And  this  did  Jefus. — Unmindful  of  the  ex¬ 
tremity  of  his  own  torture,  and  anxious  to  al¬ 
leviate  the  burden  of  her  iorrovvs,  and  to  pro¬ 
tect  her  old  age  from  future  want  and  ornery, 
Pa  faid  to  bis  beloved  difciple — “  Behold  tit y 
mother  !  and  from  that  hour  that  difciple  took: 
7  r  to  his  own  home/*  I  own  to  you,  that 
i  :ch  inftances  as  thefe  of  the  conformity  ci'  e- 
i  ants  to  our  probable  expectation,  are  to  me 
mine  marks  of  the  fimplicity  and  truth  of 
i  e  gofpels  ;  and  far  out- weigh  a  thouiand 
I’,  tie  objections,  arifing  from  our  ignorance  ci 
r  anners,  times,  and  circum  fiances,  or  from 
o  n  incapacity  to  comprehend  the  mentis  ufed 
I,x  the  Supreme  Being  in  the  moral  govern- 

r  i  * 


%:  , ]•  t  of  his  creatures. 
.T.  Matthew  m 


°ntions 


fcveral  mira- 


vthich  attended  our  Saviour’s  crucifixion: 
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— the  darknefs  which  overfpread  the  land — the 
rending  of  the  veil  of  the  temple — an  earth¬ 
quake  which  rent  the  rocks — and  the  refur- 
reccion  of  many  faints,  and  their  going  into 
the  holy  city. — u  Such/’  you  fay,  “  is  the  ac¬ 
count  which  this  dathing  writer  of  the  book 
ot  Matthew  gives,  but  in  which  he  is  not  fiup- 
ported  by  the  writers  of  the  other  books.55 
This  is  not  accurately  expreffed  ;  Matthew 
is  fupported  by  Mark  and  Luke,  with  refpexS 
to  two  of  the  miracles — the  darknefs— anJ 
the  rending;  of  the  veil : — and  their  omirfion  of 
the  others  does  not  prove,  that  they  were  ei¬ 
ther  ignorant  of  them,  or  difbelieved  them.  I 
think  i.t  idle  to  pretend  to  fay  pofitively  what 
influenced  them  to  mention  only  two  mira¬ 
cles  ;  they  probably  thought  them  fufficient 
to  convince  any  perfon,  as  they  convinced  the 
centurian,  that  jefus  u  was  a  righteous  man, 
— a  the  Son  of  (Lod.’’  And  thele  two  mira¬ 
cles  were  better  calculated  to  produce  general 
convidfion,  amongft  the  perfons  for  wbofe  be¬ 
nefit  Mark  and  Luke  wrote  their  gofpels, 
than  either  the  earthquake  or  the  refurrebiion 
of  the  faints.  The  earthquake  was,  probably, 
confined  to  a  particular  fpot,  and  might,  by 
'  an  objedfor,  have  been  called  a  natural  pheno¬ 
menon  ;  and  thofeto  whom  the  faints  appear¬ 
ed  might,  at  the  time  of  writing  the  gofpels 
of  Mark  and  Luke,  have  been  dead:  but  the 
darknefs  mud  have  been  generally  known  and 
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remcmbred  ;  and  the  veil  of  the  temple  might 
flill  be  preferved  at  the  time  thefe  authors 
wrote.— As  to  John  not  mentioning  any  of 
thefe  miracles — it  is  well  known  that  his  gof- 
pel  was  written  as  a  fupplement  to  the  other 
gofpels  he  has  therefore  omitted  many  things 
which  the  other  three  evangelifts  had  related, 
and  he  has  added  feveral  things  which  they 
had  not  mentioned  ;  in  particular,  he  has  ad¬ 
ded  a  circumftance  of  great  importance  ;  he 
tells  us  that  he  faw  one  of  the  foldiers  pierce 
the  lide  of  Jefus  with  a  fpear,  and  that  blood 
ana  water  flowed  through  the  wound ;  and 
left  any  one  fhould  doubt  of  thefadl,  from  its 
not  being  mentioned  by  the  other  evangelifts, 
he  aliens  it  with  peculiar  earneftnefs — “  And 
he  that  faw  it,  bare  record,  and  his  record  is 
true  ;  and  he  knoweth  that  he  faith  true,  that 
ye  might  believe.55—— John  faw  blood  and  wa¬ 
ter  flowing  from  the  wound  ;  the  blood  is  ea- 
iily  accounted  for ;  but  whence  came  the  wa¬ 
ter  ?  The  anatomies  tell  us — that  it  came 
from  the  pericardium  : — fo  confident  is 
evangelical  teflimony  with  the  molt  curious 
refearches  into  natural  fcience  ! — You  amufe 
yourfelf  with  the  account  of  what  the  ferip- 
ture  calls  many  faints,  and  you  call  an  army 
of  faints,  and  are  angry  with  Matthew  for  not 
having  told  you  a  great  many  things  about 
them, —It  is  very  poffible  that  Matthew  might 
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have  known  the  fa£l  of  their  refurrectior 
without  knowing  every  thing  about  them 
but  if  he  had  gratified  your  curiofity  in  ever 
particular,  I  am  of  opinion  that  you  would  no 
have  believed  a  word  of  what  he  had  told  you 
I  have  no  curiofity  on  the  fubject  :  it  i 
enough  for  me  to  know  that  “  Chrift  was  th 
fir  ft  fruits  of  them  that  flept,”  and  “  that  al 
that  are  in  the  graves  fhall  hear  his  voice  an< 
ill  all  come  forth,”  as  thofe  holy  men  did,  wh< 
heard  the  voice  of  the  Son  of  God  at  his  re 
furredlion,  and  palled  from  death  to  life.  If’ 
durft  indulge  myfelfin  being  wife  above  wha 


is  written,  1  mu  ft  be  able  to  anfwer  many  o 


your  inquiries  relative  to  thefe  faints  ;  but  ’ 


dare  not  touch  the  ark  of  the  Lord,  I  dare  no 
fupporc  the  authority  of  the  fcripture  by  th< 
boldnefs  of  conjecture.  Whatever  difficult 
there  may  be  in  accounting  for  the  filence  c 
the  other  evsngelifts,  and  of  St.  Paul  alfo  or 
this  fubject,  yet  there  is  a  greater  difficulty  ir 
fuppofing  that  Matthew  did  not  give  a  true 
narration  of  what  had  happened  at  the  cruci¬ 
fixion.  If  there  had  been  no  fupernaturai 
darknefs,  no  earthquake,  no  rending  of  the 
veil  of  the  temple,  no  graves  opened,  no  refur- 
rechon  of  holy  men,  no  appearance  of  them 
unto  many — if  none  of  thefe  things  had  been 
true,  or  rather  if  any  one  of  them  had  been 
falfe,  what  motive  could  Matthew,  writing  to 


o 


the  Jews,  have  had  for  trumping  up  fuel 


wonderful  Aories  ?  He  wrote,  as  every  maa 
does,  with  an  intention  to  be  believed ;  and 
yet  every  Jew  he  met  would  have  flared  him 
in  the  face,  and  told  him  that  he  was  a  liar  and 
an  impoftor.  What  author,  who  twenty 
years  hence  fhould  addrds  to  the  French  na¬ 
tion  an  hiftory  of  Louis  XVI.  would  venture 
to  affirm,  that  when  he  was  beheaded  there 


was  darknefs  for  three  hours  over  all  France  ? 


that  there  was  an  earthquake  ?  that  rocks 
were  lplit  r  graves  opened  ?  and  dead  men 
brought  to  life,  who  appeared  to  many  per  ferns 
in  Fans  ?. — It  is  quite  impolhhle  to  fuppofe, 
that  any  one  would  dare  to  pubiiih  fuch  obvi¬ 
ous  lies;  and  i  think  it  equally  impoliible  to 
fuppofe,  that  Matthew  would  have  dared'  to 
pubiiih  his  account  of  what  happened  at  the 
death  of  Jems,  had  not  the  account  been  ge- 


ly  known  to  be  true. 


LETTER  VIII. 


THE  a  talc  of  the  refurre£lion>,,  you  fa  y, 
“  follows  that  of  the  crucifixion.”— 
You  have  accuftomed  me  fo  much  to  this 
kind  oflanguage,  that  when  I  find  you  (peak¬ 
ing  of  a  tale,  1  have  no  doubt  of  meeting  with 
a  truth.  From  the  apparent  difagrecment  in 
the  accounts,  which  theevangeliffs  have  given 
©f  fame  cireumftances  refoeCfino-  the  refurrec- 

A 

tion,you  remark — cc  If  the  writers  of  thefe 
books  had  gone  into  any  court  of  juftice  to 
prove  an  alibi  (for  it  is  the  nature  of  an  alibi 
that  is  here  attempted  to  be  proved,  namely, 
the  abfence  of  a  dead  body  by  fupernatural 
means,)  and  have  given  their  evidence  in  the 
fame  contradictory  manner,  asitishere  given; 
they  would  have  been  in  danger  of  having 
their  ears  cropt  for  perjury,  and  would  have 
juftlv  defer ved  it” — a  hard  words,  or  hang¬ 
ing,”  itfeems,  if  you  had  not  been  their  judge. 
Now  I  maintain,  that  it  is  the  brevity  with 


: .  ■  ; 
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which  the  account  of  the  refurredtion  is  given 
by  all  the  evangelifts,  which  has  occafioncd 
the  feeding  confufion  ;  and  that  this  confu- 
iion  would  have  been  cleared  up  at  once,  if 
the  witneftes  of  the  refurredtion  had  been  ex- 
ami  ned  before  any  judicature.  As  we  can¬ 
not  have  this  viva  voce  examination  of  all  the 
witnelfes,  let  us  call  up  and  quell  ion  the  evan¬ 
gelists  as  witneffes  to  a  fupernatural  alibi. — 
Did  you  find  the  fepulchre  of  Jefus  empty  ? 
One  of  us  actually  law  it  empty,  and  the  reft 
heard,  from  eve-witneffes,  that  it  was  empty. 
Did  you,  or  any  of  the  followers  of  jefus,  take 
away  the  dead  body  from  the  fepulchre  !  All 
anfvver,  No. — Did  the  foldicrs,  or  the  jews, 
take  away  the  body  ?  No. — How  are  you  cer¬ 
tain  of  that  ?  Becaufe  we  law  the  body  when 
itv/as  dead,  and  faw  it’ afterwards  when  it  was 
alive. — How  do  you  know  that  what  you  law 
was  the  body  of  Jefus  ?  We  had  been  long 
and  intimately  acquainted  with  Jefus,  and 
knew  his  perfon  perfectly. — Were  you  not 
affrighted  and  mi  (took  a  fpirit  for  a  body  ? 
No;  the  body  had  fiefin  and  bones;  we  are 
fare  that  it  was  the  very  body  which  hung  up¬ 
on  the  crofs,  for  we  faw  the  wound  in  his  fide, 
and  the  print  of  the  nails  in  his  hands  and 
feet. — And  all  this  you  are  ready  to  fwcar  ? 
We  are  ;  and  we  are  ready  to  die  alio,  Doner 
than  we  will  deny  anv  part  of  it. — This  is  the 
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t eft imony  which  all  theevangelids  would  give, 
in  whatever  court  of  juft  ice  they  were  exa¬ 
mined;  and  this  I  apprehend,  would  fuftici- 
ently  edabliili  the  alibi  of  the  dead  body  from 
the  fepulchre,  by  ft  pernamra]  means. 

But  as  the  reiurrebfion  of  Jelus  is  a  point 
which  you  a  tack  with  all  your  force,  I  will 
examine  minutely  the  principal  of  your  objec¬ 
tions  ;  I  do  not  think  them  deferving  of  this 
notice,  but  they  fhall  have  it.  The  book  of 
Matthew,  you  lay,  u  dates  that  when  Ohrid 
was  put  in  the  fepulchre,  the  Jews  applied  to 
Pilate  for  a  watch  or  guard  to  be  placed  over 
the  fepulchre,  to  prevent  the  body  being  ftolen 
by  the  difciples.” — I  admit  this  account,  but 
it  is  no.  the  whole  of  the  account;  you  have 
omitted  the  reafon  for  the  recpieft  which  the 
chief  prieds  made  to  Pilate — u  Sir,  we  re¬ 
member  that  that  deceiver  faid,  while  he  was 
yet  alive,  after  three  days  I  will  rife  again.”— 
ft  is  material  to  remark  this ;  for  at  the  very 
time  that  Jefus  predicted  his  refur  reed  ion,  he 
p red i Ted  alio  his  crucifixion,  and  all  that  he 
fhould  iuder  from  the  malice  of  thofe  very 
men  who  now  applied  to  Pilate  for  a  euard. 
— “  He  diewed  to  his  difciples,  how  that  he 
mud  go  unto  Jeruia*lem,  and  iuder  many 
things  of  the  clde-rs,  and  chief  prieds,  and 
/bribes,  and  be  killed,  and  be  raifed  again  the 
third  day.”  (Matt.  xvi.  21.)  I'hefe  men 
knew  full  well  that  the  fird  part  of  this  pre- 
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di&ion  had  been  accurately  fulfilled  through 
their  malignity;  and,  indead  of  repenting  of 
what  they  had  done,  they  were  fo  infatuated  as 
to  fuppofe,  that  by  a  guard  of  foldiers  they 
could  prevent  the  completion  of  the  fecond. — * 
The  other  books,  you  obferve,  *  fay  nothing 
about  this  application,  nor  about  the  fealing 
of  the  done,  nor  the  guard,  nor  the  watch,  and 
according  to  thefe  accounts  there  were  non.'. 

. — This,"  Sir,  I  deny.  The  other  books  do 
not  fay  that  there  were  none  of  theie  things  ; 
how  often  mud  I  repeat,  that  omiftions  are  not 
.contradictions,  nor  lilence  concerning  a  fact  a 
denial  of  it  ? 

You  go  on — “  The  book  of  Matthew  con¬ 
tinues  its  account  that  at  the  end  of  the  fab- 
bath,  as  it  began  to  dawn ,  towards  the  fir  ft  day 
of  the  week,  came  Mary  Magdalene  and  the 
other  Mary  to  fee  the  fepulchre.  Mark  fays 
it  was  fun-rifing,  and  John  fays  it  was  dark. 
Luke  fays  it  was  Mary  Magdalene,  and  Jo¬ 
anna,  and  Mary  the  mother  of  fames ,  and  ci¬ 
ther  women,  that  came  to  the  fepulchre..  And 
John  fays  that  Mary  Magdalene  came  alone. 
So  well  do  they  all  agree  about  their  fil'd  evi¬ 
dence  !  they  all  appear,  however,  to  have  known 
mod  about  Mary  Magdalene  fhe  was  a  wo¬ 
man  of  a  large  acquaintance,  and  it  was  not  an 
ill  conjedlure  that  die  might  be  upon  the  droll.. 
—This  is  along  paragraph  ;  1  will  anfwer  it 
didindfly fird,  there  is  no  difagreement  o£ 
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evidence  with  refpect  to  the  time  when  the 
wornc-n  went  to  the  fepulchre  ;  all  the  evan- 
gcmLs  agree  as  to  the  day  on  which  they  went  • 
oon,  as  to  the  time  of  the  dav,  it  was  early  in 
the  morning;  what  court  of  Juft  ice  in 'the 
vvorid  would  fct  a  fide  this  evidence,  as  infuf- 
Kici^nt  t0  kbilantiate  the  facft  of  the  womens’ 
having  gone  to  the  fepulchre,  becaufe  the  wit- 

,difer<;d  as  to  the  degree  of  twilight 
wh.cn  ligated  them  on  their  way  ?  Second¬ 
ly  tnere  'IS  no  difagreement  of  evidence  with 
jdpecL  to  the  per  Tons  who  went  to  the  fepul- 
chre.  John  (hates  that  Mary  Magdalene  went 
totne  fepulchre  ;  hut  he  does  not  ft  ate,  as  you 
mate  hrm  ft  ate,  that  Mary  Magdalene  went 
tuone  ;  fhe  might,  for  any  thing  you  have 
proven,  or  can  prove  to  the  contrary,  have 
Lccn  accompanied  by  all  the  women  mention- 
ed  by  Luke  : — is  it  an  unufual  thing  to  diftin- 
guihh  oy  name  a  principal  perfon  going  on  a  vi- 
pr,  or  an  embafly,  without  mentioning  his 
iuboi ematc  attendants  ?  I  hirdly,  in  oppollti- 
°n  to  your  infmuation  that  Mary  Maydalene 
was  a  common  woman,  I  wifti  it  to  be  confi- 
oerec,  whether  there  is  any  fcriptual  authority 
for  that  imputation  ;  and  whether  there  be  or 
not,  1  muft  contend,  that  a  repentant  and  re¬ 
formed  woman,  ought  not  to  be  efteemed  an 
improper  witnefs  of  a  fad.  The  conjecture, 
which  you  adopt  concerning  her,  is  nothin^ 
lefs  than  an  illiberal,  indecent,  unfounded  cal- 


(  i39  ) 

umny,  not  excufable  in  the  mouth  of  a  liber- 
tine,  and  in  olerable  in  your’s. 

The  book  of  Matthew,  you  abferve,  goes 
onto  lay _ “  And  behold,  there  was  an  earth¬ 

quake,  for  the  angel  of  the  Jbord  defcended  ft  om 
heaven,  and  came  and  rolled  back  the  ftoi.e 
from  the  door,  and  fat  upon  it : — -but  the  other 
books  fay  nothing  about  an  earthquake,  ’  * 

what  then  ?  does  their  filence  prove  that  there 
was  none  ? — “  nor  about  the  angel  rolling 
back  the  ftone  and  fittingupon  it;— what  then  ? 
does  their  filence  prove  that  the  ftone  was  not 
rolled  back  by  an  angel,  and  that  he  did  no  nt 
upon  it  ? — “  and  accor  ing  to  their  accounts 
there  was  no  angel  fitting  there.”  This  con- 
clufion  I  muft  deny ;  their  accounts  do  not  fay 
there  was  no  angel  fitting  there  at  the  tr«\e 
that  Matthew  fays  he  fat  upon  the  ftone.  1  hey 
do  not  deny  the  fad,  they  limply  omit  the 
mention  of  it  ;  and  they  all  take  notice  that 
the  women,  when  they  arrived  at  the  fepul- 
chre,  found  the  ftone  rolled  away :  hence  it  is 
evident  that  the  ftone  was  rolled  away  before 
the  women  arrived  at  the  fepulchre  ;  and  the 
other  evangdifts,  giving  an  account  of  what 
happened  to  the  women  when  they  reached  the 
fepulchre,  have  merely  omitted  giving  an  ac¬ 
count  of  a  tranfadion  previous  to  their  arrival. 
Where  is  the  contradidion  ?  W  hat  ipace  of 
time  intervened  between  the  rolling  away  the 
ftone,  and  the  arrival  of  the  women  at  the  fe- 
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puxore,  is  no  where  mentioned  ;  but- it  Cer- 

X" r  Tf.  lonf.  enouSh  the  angel  to  have 
n‘s)  Portion  ;  from  fitting  on  the  out- 

iav,,:  entereJ£he  fepulchre  ;  and 

“  el'rngh‘ !:ave  mads!lis  appearance, 

homthefirft,  there  might  have  been  two 

one  on  the  outfidc  roiling  away  the  ftone,  and 
..eo.her  within.  Luke,  you  tell  us, «  feys 

Sd  TohererWO>  3.nd  they  Were  both  ftanding}  ; 
fntinl"  ^  £nere^ were  two,  and  both 
l1iiV  :t  JS  impoflible,  I  oranr  even  for 
an  angel  to  be  fining  ail(j  ftandfng  ’  ^  p 

fpearofV‘T  1 1  bU^Uke  aild  John  do  not 

the  fame  ap- 

J°hn  of  the  aP^rance  to 
,i.J  r  wIK  a orf’  w^o  .tarried  weepino- 
;  U,p  ?,U;.ch,re  riter,  PetCT  and  John  had  kft 

rn-r!*Jll‘Jr°ii‘,a:'maimg  anymore  minute  re¬ 
marks  on  ftill  minuter  objedions,  all  of  which 

t’-re  grounded  on  this  miftake-that  the  angels 

xhrf  “L!n  at  0KC  Particular  time,  in  one  par- 
lK.ularp.ace,  and  by  the  lame  individuals. 

rAs  ,to  bour  inference,  from  Matthew’s 
u.mg  the  expreflion  unto  this  day ,  -  that  the 
Poo*  mutt  have  been  manufaaured  after  a 
nipie  of  mine  generations  at  Icatt,”  it  cannot 
be  admitted  agamft  the  politive  tettimonv  of 
:J  antjquity.  That  the  Lory  about  liealin^ 
-vvay  the  body  was  a  bungling  ftory,  1  rcadi- 
V  >  but  the  chief prietts  are  anfwerable 
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for  it ;  it  is  not  worthy  either  your  notice,  or 
mine,  except  as  it  is  a  Itrong  inftance  to  you, 
to  me,  and  to  every  body,  how  far  prejudice 
may  miflead  the  underftandi ng. 

You  come  to  that  part  of  the  evidence  in 
thofe  books  that  refpeefs,  you  fay,  u  the  pre¬ 
tended  appearances  of  Chriil  after  his  pre¬ 
tended  refurredlion  ;  the  writer  of  the  book  of 
Matthew  relates,  that  the  angel  that  was  fit- 
ting  on  the  ftone  at  the  mouth  of  the  fepul- 
chre,  faid  to  the  two  Marvs,  (chap,  xxviii.  7.) 
u  Behold,  Chriff  is  gone  before  you  into  Ga¬ 
lilee,  there  {hall  you  fee  him.”  The  gofpel, 
Sir,  was  preached  to  poor  and  illiterate  men  : 
and  it  is  the  duty  of  priefts  to  preach  it  to  them 
in  all  its  purity  ;  to  guard  them  againft  the 
error  of  miftaken,  or  the  defigns  of  wicked 
men.  You  then,  who  can  read  your  Bible, 
turn  to  this  pafiage,  and  you  will  find  that  the 
angel  did  not  fay,  u  Behold,  Chrift  is  gone  be¬ 
fore  you  into  Galilee.” — but,  a  Behold,  he  go- 
eth  before  you  into  Galilee,”  1  know  not 
what  Bible  you  made  ufe  of  in  this  quotation, 
none  that  I  have  feen  render  the  original  word 
by — he  is  gone  : — it  might  be  properly  ren¬ 
dered,  he  will  go  ;  and  it  is  literally  rendered, 
he  is  going.  This  phrafe  does  not  imply  an 
immediate  fetting  out  for  Galilee :  when  a 
man  has  fixed  upon  a  long  journey  to  London 
or  Bath,  it  is  common  enough  to  fay  he  is  go¬ 
ing  to  London  or  Bath,  though  the  time  of 
«•*?  * 


his  going  may  beat  Tome  diftance.  Evei 
your  darning  Matthew  could  not  be  guilty  o 
fuch  a  blunder  as  to  make  the  angel  fay  he  i, 
gone  ;  lor  he  tells  us  immediately  afterwards 
that,  as  the  women  were  departing  from  th( 
fepukhre  to  tell  his  difciplcs  what  the  angel! 
bad  faid  to  them,  Jefus  himfelf  met  them. 
Now  how  Jefus  could  be  gone  into  Galilee 
and  yet  meet  the  women  at  Jerulalem,  I  leave 
you  to  explain,  for  the  blunder  is  not  charo-e- 
aide  upon  Matthew*.  I  excufe  your  introduc¬ 
ing  ihe  expreffion — cc  then  the  eleven  difei- 
pies  went  away  into  Galilee, ”  for  the  quota¬ 
tion  is  rightly  made ;  but  had  you  turned  tc 
the  Greek  Teftament,  you  would  not  have 
found  in  this  place  any  word  anfwering  t< 
then  ;  the  pafTage  is  better  tranflated— and  the 
eleven.  Chrill  had  faid  to  his  difciplcs 
( Matt,  xxv i.  32.)  «  After  I  am  rifen  again 
1  will  go  be  fore  you  into  Galilee  . and  the 

angel  put  he  women  in  mind  of  the  very  ex- 
P’  e;lion  and  predidion — he  is  rifen ,  as  he  faid  \ 
and  behold ,  he  goeth  before  yen  into  Galilee \ 
Matthew,  intent  upon  the  appearance  in  Ga¬ 
lilee,  of  which  there  were,  probably,  at  the 
time  he  wrote,  many  living  witneffes  in  Ju¬ 
dea,  omits  the  mention  of -many  appearances 
taken  notice  of  by  John,  and  by  this  omifLon, 
teems  lo  conned  the  day  of  the  refurredion 
or  Jefus,  with  that  of  the  depan  ure  of  the  dif- 
ci pics  for  Galilee,  You  feem  to  think  this 


a  great  difficulty,  and  incapable  @f  folution; 
for  you  fay— “  It  is  not  poffiible,  unlefs  we 
admit  thefe  difciples  the  right  of  wilful  lying, 
that  the  writers  of  thefe  books  could  be  any 
of  the  eleven  perfons  called  difciples  ;  for  if, 
according  to  Matthew,  the  eleven  went  into 
Galilee  to  meet  Jefus  in  a  mountain,  by  his 
own  appointment,  on  the  fame  day  that  he  is 
faid  to  have  rifen,  Luke  and  John  muff  have 
been  two  of  that  eleven  ;  yet  the  writer  of 
Luke  fays  exp  redly,  and  John  implies  as 
much,  that  the  meeting  was  that  fame  day  in 
a  houfe  at  Jerufalem  ;  and  on  the  other  hand, 
if,  according  to  Luke  and  John,  the  eleven 
were  affiembled  in  a  houfe  at  Jerufalem,  Mat¬ 
thew  mull  have  been  one  of  that  eleven  ;  yet 
Matthew  fays,  the  meeting  was  in  a  mountain 
in  Galilee,  and  confequently  the  evidence  gi¬ 
ven  in  thofe  books  deflroy  each  o^her.”  When 
I  was  a  young  man  in  the  uniyerfity,  I  was 
pretty  much  accuftomed  to  drawing  of  confe- 
quences  j  but  my  Alma  Mater  did  not  fuffer 
me  to  draw  confequences  after  your  manner  ; 
fhe  taught  me — that  a  falfe  pofition  muff  end 
in  an  abfurd  conclufion.  I  have  (hewn  your 
pofition — that  the  eleven  went  into  Galilee 
on  the  day  of  the  sefurre&i-on — to  be  falfe, 
and  hence  your  confequence —  that  the  evi¬ 
dence  given  in  thefe  two  books  deftroys  each 
other— is  not  to  be  admitted.  You  ought, 

'N 
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moreover,  to  have  coniidered,  that  the  feafl  01 
unleavened  bread,  which  immediately  follow- 

i  n  irday  °,n  whlch  the  paffover  was  eaten, 
kited  feven  days  ;  and  that  ftri<ft  obfervers  of 

-he  law  did  not  think  themfelve  at  liberty  to 

leave  Jerufclem,  till  that  feaft  was  ended ;  and 

thls  1S  a  collateral  proof  that  the  difcinles  did 

"Ot  go  to  Galilee  on  the  day  of  the  rdurrec- 
t:on. 

~  ov  certainly  have  read  the  New  Tefta- 
ment,  but  not,  I  think,  with  great  attention, 
or  you  would  have  known  who  the  apoftles 
were.  In  this  place  you  reckon  Luke  as  one 
ot  tne  eleven,  and  in  other  places  you  fpeak  of 
him  as  an  eye-witnefs  of  the  things  he  relates  * 
you  ought  to  have  kn*nvn  that  Luke  was  no 
apohle  ;  and  he  tells  you  himfelf,  in  the  pre¬ 
face  to  hi?  gefpel,  that  he  wrote  from  the  tes¬ 
timony  of  others.  If  this  mifbke  proceeds 
.tom  your  ignorance,  you  are  not  a  fit  perfon 
to  write  comments  on  the  Bible  ;  if  from  ck- 

am  unwi]lin£  to  you 

aie  kfs  fit ;  in  either  cafe  it  may  fuo-o-cft 

to  you r  readers  the  propriety  of  fufpe&imMhe 
truth  and  accuracy  of  your  a/Tertions,  howe¬ 
ver  daring  and  intemperate. — ■«  Of  the  nu¬ 
merous  priefts  or  parfons  of  the  prefen t  day, 
b-iihops  and  all,  the  fum  total  of  whofe  learn- 
according  to  you,  “  is  a  b  ah,  and  hie, 
iuec,  noe?  there  is  Rot  one  amongft  them,” 
y<Hi  fay,  *  who  can  write  poetry  like  Homer, 
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er  fcience  like  Euclid.” — 'If  I  fhould  admit 
this,  (though  there  are  many  of  them,  I  doubt 
not,  who  underhand  thefe  authors  better  than 
you  do,)  yet  I  cannot  admit  that  there  is  one 
amongfl  them,  bifhops  and  all,  fo  ignorant  as 
to  rank  Luke  the  evangelifl  among  the  apof- 
tlts  of  ChriSa  I  will  not  prefs  this  point  ; 
any  man  may  fall  into  a  mi  flake,  and  the  con- 
fcioufnefs  of  this  fallibility  fhould  create  in  all 
men  a  little  modefly,  a  little  diffidence,  a  little 
caution,  before  they  prefume  to  call  the  mofl 
illuftrious  characters  of  antiquity  liars,  fools, 
and  knaves. 

You  want  to  know  why  Jefus  did  not  fhew 
himfelf  to  all  the  people  after  his  refurre&ion. 
—This  is  one  of  Sphinoza’s  obje&ions;  and  it 
may  found  well  enough  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew, 
wifhing  to  excufe  the  infidelity  of  his  country¬ 
men  :  but  it  is  not  judicioufly  adopted  by  deifts 
of  other  nations.  God  gives  us  the  means  of 
health,  but  he  does  not  force  us  to  the  ufe  of 
them;  he  gives  us  the  powers  of  the  mind, 
but  he  does  not  compel  us  to  the  cultivation  of 
them  :  he  gave  the  Jews  opportunities  of  fee¬ 
ing  the  miracles  of  Jefus,  but  he  did  not  oblige 
them  to  believe  them.  They  who  perfevered 
in  their  incredulity  after  the  refurretion  of 
Lazarus,  would  have  perfevered  alfo  after  the 
rcfurre&ion  of  Jefus.  Lazarus  had  been  buri¬ 
ed  four  days,  Jefus  but  three  ;  the  body  ofN 
Lazarus  had  begun  t©  undergo  corruption,  the 
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body  of  Jefus  faw  no  corruption  ;  why  ftouid 
-V 1  v--)fpcct,  that  they  would  have  believed  in 
J  -  us  on  his  own  refurrection,  when  they  had 


not  believed  in  him  on  the  refurreUion  of  Laza- 
r.US  *  the  pharifees  were  told  of  the  re¬ 

in  reckon  of  Lazarus,  they,  together  with 
t  e  chief  prieffs,  gathered  a  council,  and  faid 
■  What  do  we  ?  for  this  man  doeth  many 
miracles.  If.  we  let  him  thus  alone,  all  men 
wm  believe  on  him  : — then  from  that  day  forth 
tiey  took  council  together  to  put  him  to  death.” 
I  he  great  men  at  Jferufalem,  you  fee,  admit¬ 
ted  that  Jefus  had  raifed  Lazarus  from  the  dead ; 
yet  the  belief  or  that  miracle  did  not  generate 
conviction  that  Jefus  was  the  Chrifh ;  it  only 
exaipei  ated  their  malice,  and  accelerated  their 
purpose  of  deft  raying  him.  Had  Jefus  fiiewn 
him  fell  after  his  refurrection,  the  chief  priefW 
would  probably  have  gathered  another  coznciJ, 
have  opened  it  with,  What  do  we  ?  and  end¬ 
ed  it  with  a  determination  to  put  him  to  death. 
As  to  us,^  the  evidence  of  the  refurrection  of 
Jefus,  Vv Lien  we  have  in  tne  Jhlew  i  eftament, 
is  ^  far  more  convincing,  than  if  it  had  been 
rciatea  mat  he  ihewed  himfelf  to  every  man 
in  Jerufalem  ;  for  then  we  fhould  have  had  a 
luipicion,  that  tire  whole  itory  had  been  fabri¬ 
cated  by  the  Jews. 

y  ou  think  Paul  an  improper  witnefs  of  the 
refurrection  ;  I  think  him  one  of  the  fitted 
tivit  could  have  been  cholen  ;  and  for  this 
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reafon — -his  teftimony  is  the  teftimony  of  a 
former  enemy.  He  had,  in  his  own  miracu¬ 
lous  convention,  fufHcient  ground  for  changing 
his  opinion  as  to  a  matter  of  fa£fc ;  for  believ¬ 
ing  that  to  have  been  a  faft,  which  he  had 
formerly,  through  extreme  prejudice,  confi- 
dered  as  a  fable.  For  the  truth  of  the  refur- 
re&ion  of  Jefus  he  appeals  to  above  two 
hundred  and  fifty  living  witnefles  ;  and  before 
whom  does  he  make  this  appeal  ? — Before  his 
enemies,  who  were  able  and  willing  to  blaft  his 
character,  if  he  had  advanced  an  untruth. — You 
know,  undoubtedly,  that  Paul  had  refided  at 
Corinth  aear  two  years  ;  that,  during  a  part  of 
that  time,  he  had  teftified  to  the  Jews,  that  Je- 
fus  was  the  Chrift;  that,  finding  the  bulk  of 
that  nation  obftinate  in  their  unbelief,  he  had 
turned  to  the  gentiles,  and  had  converted  many 
to  the  faith  in  Chrift  ;  that  fie  left  Corinth, 
and  went  to  preach  the  gofpei  in  other  parts  ; 
that,  about  three  years  after  he  had  quitted 
Corinth,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  converts 
which  he  had  made  in  that  place,  and  who  after 
his  departure  had  been  fplit  into  different  fac¬ 
tions,  and  had  adopted  different  teachers  in  op- 
pofitioa  to  Paul.  From  this  account  we  may 
be  certain,  that  Paul’s  letter,  and  every  cir- 
cumftance  in  it,  would  be  minutely  examined. 
The  city  of  Corinth  was  full  of  Jews;  thefe 
men  were,  in  general  Paul’s  bitter  enemies  ; 

N  a 
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yet  in  the  face  of  them  all,  he  a'flerts,  “that 
J e fti ^  Chrift  was  buried  ;  that  herofe  again  the 
Cft  ?  that  he  was  feen  of  Cephas,  then  of 
twelve  ’  that  he  was  afterwards  feen  of 
above  five  hundred  brethren  at  once,  of  whom 
the  greater  part  were  then  alive.  An  appeal 
to  above  250  living  witnefles,  is  a  pretty 
its  ong  proof  of  a  fabr ;  but  it  becomes  irrefiit— 
able,  when  t  hat  appeal  is  fubmitted  to  the  judg¬ 
ment  of  enemies.  St.  Paul,  you  muff  allow 
was  a  man  of  ability  ;  but  he  would  have  been 
an  idiot,  had  he  put  it  in  the  power  of  his  ene¬ 
mies  to  prove,  from  his  own  letter,  that  he  was 
a  lying  rafeal.  1  hey  neither  proved  nor  at 
tempted  to  prove,  any  fuch  thing;  and, there¬ 
fore  we  may  lafely  conclude  that  this  teftimo- 
ny  ot  Paul  to  the  refurreblion  of  Tefus  v/a? 
true  :  and  it  is  a  teftnnony  in  my  opinion,  o; 
ike  great  eft  weight. 

ft  ou  come,  you  fay,  to  the  laft  feene,  the  af- 
cen f ion  ;  upon  which,  in  your  opinion,  “  the 
reali  ty  of  the  future  million  of  the  difciples 
v/as  to  teft  for  proof.  I  do  not  agree  with  yow 
in  this.  The  reality  of  the  future  million  oj 
the  apoftles  might  have  been  proved,  though 
jenus  Chrift  had  not  vifibly  afeended  intc 
heaven.  Miracles  are  the  proper  proofs  of  2 
divine  million  ;  and  when  Jefus  gave  the  apof¬ 
tles  a  commimon  to  preach  the  gofpel,  he  com¬ 
manded  them  to  ft  ay  at  Jerufalem,  till  they 
u  were  endued  with  power  from  on  high.”  Mat- 
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thew  has  omitted  the  mention  of  the  afcenfion  ; 
and  John,  you  fay,  has  not  faid  a  fyllahle  about 
it.  I  think  otherwile.  John  has  not  given 
an  exp  refs  account  of  the  afcenfion,  but  has 
certainly  faid  fomething  about  it ;  for  he  in¬ 
forms  us,  that  Jefus  faid  to  Mary — “Touch 
me  not  :  for  I  am  not  yet  a fc ended  to  my  fa¬ 
ther  :  but  go  to  my  brethren,  and  fay  unto 
them,  1  afcend  unto  my  father  and  your  father, 
and  to  my  Gcd  and  your  God.”  This  is 
furely  faying  fomething  about  the  afcenfion; 
and  if  the  fadt  of  the  afcenfion  be  not  related  by 
John  or  Matthew,  it  may  reafonably  be  fup- 
pofed,  that  the  oniidion  was  made,  on  account 
of  the  notoriety  of  the  fadt.  That  the  fadt 
was  generally  known,  may  be  juffly  colledted 
from  the  reference  which  Peter  makes  to  it  in 
the  hearing  of  all  the  jews,  a  very  few  days  af¬ 
ter  it  had  happened — cc  This  Jefus  hath  God 
railed  up,  whereof  we  all  are  v/PneflesT 
Therefore  being  by  the  right  hand  of  God  ex¬ 
ited. — Paul  bears  teff  irnony  alio  to  the  afcen- 

j 

fion,  when  be  fays,  that  Jefus  was  received  up 

into  glory.  As  to  the  difference  you  contend 

for,  betv/een  the  account  of  the  afcenlion,  as 

given  by  Mark  and  Luke,  it  does  not  exiff  ; 

except  in  this,  that  Mark  omits  the  particulars 

of  Jefus  going  with  his  apoftles  to  Bethany, 

and  bleffing  them  there,  which  are  mentioned 

by  Luke.  But  o midions,  I  muff  often  put 

you  in  mind,  are  not  contradictions. 

*  '  * 
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moreover,  to  have  confidered,  that  the  feaft  of 
unleavened  bread  which  immediately  follow. 

,  „  °n  vvhlch  tlle  paflover  was  eaten, 

afted  feven  days  ;  and  that  ftria  obfervers  of 
-he  law  did  not  think  themfelve  at  liberty  to 
leave  Jerufalem,  till  that  feaft  was  ended  ;  and 
Jus  is  a  collateral  proof  that  the  difciples  did 

not  go  to  Galilee  on  the  day  of  the  refurrec- 
tion. 


f  ou  certainly  have  read  the  New  Telia 
mem,  but  not,  I  think,  with  great  attention 
or  you  would  have  known  who  the  apofflei 
were.  In  this  place  you  reckon  Luke  as  one 
of  tne  eleven,  and  in  other  places  you  fpeak  o 
him  as  an  eye-witnefs  of  the  things  he  relates 
you  ought  to  have  kn.nvn  that  Luke  was  nc 
apoftlc  }  and  he  tells  you  himfelf,  in  the  pre¬ 
face  to  hi?  gofpel,  that  he  wrote  from  the  tef- 
timony  of  others.  If  this  miflake  proceed! 
-  tom  your  ignorance,  you  are  not  a  fit  perfon 

to  write  comments  on  the  Bible;  if  from  ck- 

fign,  (  which  I  am  unwilling  to  fufpedt,)  you 
ate  udl  kfs  fit;  in  either  cafe  it  may  fuo-o-cft 
to  your  readers  the  propriety  of  fufpe&im*the 
truth  and  accuracy  of  your  afTertions,  howe¬ 
ver  daring  and  intemperate. — (C  Of  the  nu¬ 
merous  priefts  or  parfons  of  the  prefen t  day, 
tiinops  and  all,  the  fum  total  of  vvhofe  learn- 
■*£>**  ^cording  to  you,  “  is  a  b  ab,  and  hie, 
tec,  hoc,  ther$  is  not  one  amongft  them,” 
V<Hi  "  who  can  write  poetry  ]Jkc  Homer 
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or  fcience  like  Euclid.” — -If  I  fhould  admit 
this,  (though  there  are  many  of  them,  I  doubt 
not,  who  underftand  thefe  authors  better  than 
you  do,)  yet  I  cannot  admit  that  there  is  one 
amongft  them,  bifhops  and  all,  fo  ignorant  as 
to  rank  Luke  the  evangelifl  among  the  apof- 
tits  of  ChriiL  I  will  not  prefs  this  point  ; 
any  man  may  fall  into  a  mi  flake,  and  the  con- 
fcioufnefs  of  this  fallibility  fhould  create  in  all 
men  a  little  modefly,  a  little  diffidence,  a  little 
caution,  before  they  prefume  to  call  the  mod 
illuftrious  characters  of  antiquity  liars,  fools, 
and  knaves. 

You  want  to  know  why  Jefus  did  not  ftiew 
himfelf  to  all  the  people  after  his  refurre&ion. 
—This  is  one  of  Sphinoza’s  objedfionsj  and  it 
may  found  well  enough  in  the  mouth  of  a  Jew, 
wifhing  to  excufe  the  infidelity  of  his  country¬ 
men  :  but  it  is  not  judicioufly  adopted  by  deifis 
of  other  nations.  God  gives  us  the  means  of 
health,  but  he  does  not  force  us  to  the  ufe  of 
them;  he  gives  us  the  powers  of  the  mind, 
but  he  does  not  compel  us  to  the  cultivation  of 
them  :  he  gave  the  Jews  opportunities  of  fee¬ 
ing  the  miracles  of  Jefus,  but  he  did  not  oblige 
them  to  believe  them.  They  who  perfevered 
in  their  incredulity  after  the  refurredion  of 
Lazarus,  would  have  perfevered  alfo  after  the 
rcfurre&ion  of  Jefus.  Lazarus  had  beenburi- 
ed  four  days,  Jefus  but  three  ;  the  body  ofN 
Lazarus  had  begun  t©  undergo  corruption,  the 
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body  ©f  Jefus  law  no  corruption  ;  why  Ihould 
}  that  they  would  have  believed  in 

Je  gn  bis  _ own  refurredtion,  when  they  had 
nelmved  in  him  on  the  refurredfion  of  Laza¬ 
rus  .  When  the  pharifees  were  told  of  the  re- 
lui  recti  on  of  Lazarus,  they,  together  with 
1 chief  prielfs,  gathered  a  council,  and  laid 

■  What  do  we  ?  for  this  man  doeth  many 
miracles.  If.  we  let  him  thus  alone,  all  men 
vvnl  Dclieve  on  him  : — then  from  that  day  forth 
tiey  took  council  together  toputhim  to  death.” 

■  b-  great  men  at  Jerufalem,  you  fee,  admit¬ 
ted  that  Jefus  had  raifed  Lazarus  from  the  dead ; 
yet  the  belief. or  that  miracle  did  not  generate 
cony i<5ti on  that  Jefus  was  the  Chrift ;  it  only 
exaipci  ated  their  maiice,  and  accelerated  their 
purpose  of  defraying  him.  Had  Jefus  (hewn 
him i elf  after  his  refurreefion,  the  chief  prieft^ 
would  probably  have  gathered  another  council, 
have  opened  it  with,  What  do  we  ?  and  end¬ 
ed  it  with  a  determination  to  put  him  to  death. 
As  to  us,  the  evidence  of  tire  refurreefion  of 
Jefus,  whicn  we  have  in  tne  Jhfew  1  effament, 
is  ^  far  more  convincing,  than  if  it  had  been 
related  that  he  mewed  himfelf  to  every  man 
in  Jerufalem  ;  for  then  wre  Ihould  have  had  a 
lulpicion,  mat  the  whole  itory  had  been  fabri¬ 
cated  by  the  Jews. 

y  ou  think  Paul  an  improper  witnefs  of  the 
refurreefion  ;  I  think  him  one  of  the  fitted 
that  could  have  been  chofen  ;  and  for  this 
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reafon — -his  teftimony  is  the  teftimony  of  a 
farmer  enemy.  He  had,  in  his  own  miracu¬ 
lous  converfion,  fufKcient  ground  for  changing 
his  opinion  as  to  a  matter  ©f  fa&  ;  for  believ¬ 
ing  that  to  have  been  a  fa£f,  which  he  had 
formerly,  through  extreme  prejudice,  confi- 
dered  as  a  fable.  For  the  truth  of  the  refur- 
re£fion  of  Jefus  he  appeals  to  above  two 
hundred  and  fifty  living  witneffes  ;  and  before 
whom  does  he  make  this  appeal  ? — Before  his 
enemies,  who  were  able  and  willing  to  blafl  his 
character,  if  he  had  advanced  an  untruth. — Y  ou 
know,  undoubtedly,  that  Paul  had  refided  at 
Corinth  *ear  two  years  ;  that,  during  a  part  of 
that  time,  he  had  teftified  to  the  Jews,  that  Je¬ 
fus  was  the  Chrift  ;  that,  finding  the  bulk  of 
that  nation  obftinate  in  their  unbelief,  he  had 
turned  to  the  gentiles,  and  had  converted  mann 
to  the  faith  in  Chrift  j  that  fie  left  Corinth, 
and  went  to  preach  the  gofpei  in  other  parts  ; 
that,  about  three  years  after  he  had  quitted 
Corinth,  he  wrote  a  letter  to  the  converts 
which  he  had  made  in  that  place,  and  who  after 
his  departure  had  been  fplit  into  different  fac¬ 
tions,  and  had  adopted  different  teachers  in  op- 
pofition  to  Paul.  From  this  account  we  may 
be  certain,  that  Paul’s  letter,  and  every  cir- 
cumftance  in  it,  would  be  minutely  examined. 
The  city  of  Corinth  was  full  of  Jews;  thefe 
men  were,  in  general  Paul’s  bitter  enemies  ; 
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yet  in.  the.  face  of  them  all,  he  aflerts,  «  that 
i  was  buried  ;  that  he  role  again  the 
twu  u  day  ;  that  he  was  feen  of  Cephas,  then  of 
the  twelve  $  that  he  was  afterwards  feen  of 
above  live  hundred  brethren  at  once,  of  whom 
the  greater  part  were  then  alive.  An  appeal 
to  above  250  living  witnefles,  is  a  prettv 
itiong  proof  of  a  fa£fc ;  but  it  becomes  irrefift- 
able,  when  that  appeal  is  fubmitted  to  the judg- 
i l  of  enemies.  St.  Paul,  you  muff  allow 
was  a  man  of  ability  ;  bathe  would  have  been 
an  idiot,  had  he  put  it  in  the  power  of  his  ene¬ 
mies  to  prove,  from  his  own  letter,  that  he  was 
a  lying  rafeal.  They  neither  proved  nor  at¬ 
tempted  to  prove,  any  fuch  thing;  and, there¬ 
fore  we  may  iafely  conclude  that  this  teftimo- 
ny  o{  Paul  to  the  refurre£tion  of  Jefus  was 
tiue  :  and  it  is  a  teffimony  in  my  opinion,  of 


the  greatefl  weight 


\ou  come,  you  fay,  to  the  la  ft  feene,  the  af- 
cenlion  ;  upon  which,  in  your  opinion,  “  the 


reality  of  the  -future  million  of  the  difciples 
was  to  reft  for  proof.  I  do  not  agree  with  you 
in  this.  The  reality  of  the  future  million  of 
the  apoftles  might  have  been  proved,  though 
jefus  C hriit  had  not  vifibly  afeended  into 
heaven.  Miracles  are  the  proper  proofs  of  a 
divine  million  ;  and  when  Jefus  gave  the  apof¬ 
tles  a  commiffion  to  preach  the  gofpel,  he  com¬ 
manded  them  to  flay  at  Jerufalem,  till  they 
were  endued  with  power  from  on  high.”  Mat¬ 


te 
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thew  has  omitted  the  mention  of  the  afcenfion  ; 
and  John,  you  fay,  has  not  faid  a  fyllable  about 
it.  *1  think  other  wile.  John  has  not  given 
an  exprefs  account  of  the  afcenfion,  but  has 
certainly  faid  fomething  about  it;  for  he  in¬ 
forms  us,  that  Jefus  faid  to  Mary— “Touch 
me  not  :  for  I  am  not  yet  afccnded  to  my  fa¬ 
ther  :  but  go  to  my  brethren,  and  fay  unto 
them,  I  afcend  unto  my  father  and  your  father, 
and  to  my  God  and  your  God.”  This  is 
furely  faying  fomething  about  the  afcenfion ; 
and  if  the  faSt  of  the  afcenfion  be  not  related  by 
John  or  Matthew,  it  may  reafonably  be  fup- 
pofed,  that  the  omiflion  was  made,  on  account 
of  the  notoriety  of  the  fa£t.  That  the  faCt 
was  generally  known,  may  be  ju ftly  cohered 
from  the  reference  which  Peter  makes  to  it  in 
the  hearing  of  all  the  jews,  a  very  few  days  af¬ 
ter  it  had  happened — cc  T  his  Jefus  hath  God 
railed  up,  whereof  we  all  are  witneffes.” 
Therefore  being  by  the  right  hand  of  God  ex¬ 
alted. — Paul  bears  teftimony  alio  to  the  afcen- 

ml 

fion,  when  he  fays,  that  Jefus  was  received  up 
into  glory.  As  to  the  difference  you  contend 
for,  between  the  account  of  the  afcenfion,  as 
given  by  Mark  and  Luke,  it  does  not  ex  iff  ; 
except  in  this,  that  Mark  omits  the  particulars 
of  Jefus  going  with  his  apoftles  to  Bethany, 
and  blefling  them  there,  which  are  mentioned 
by  Luke.  But  omifiions,  I  muff  often  put 
you  in  mind,  are  not  contradictions. 
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You  have  now,  you  fay,  “gene  mrous-i 

M  r{ the  four  book*  afcribed  fr 

Matthew,  Mark,  Luke  and  John  ;  and  whei 

i  is  conndcred  that  the  whole  fpace  of  tim» 
troni  the  crucifixion  to  what  is  called  the  af 
cenlion,  ts  but  a  few  days  apparently  not  mon 
than  three  or  four,  and  that  all  the  circum- 
itances  are  reported  to  have  happened  neai 
the  (amefpot,  Jerufalem,  it  is,  I  believe  im- 
poflible  to  find,  m  any  ftory  upon  record,  ft 
many,  and  fuch  glaring  abfurdities,  contradic- 
tions  and  falfehoods,  as  are  in  thofe  books.”— 
What  am  I  to  fay  to  this  ?  Am  I  to  fay  that, 
■n  writing  this  paragraph,  you  have  forfeited 
your  character  as  an  honeft  man  ?  Or,  admit¬ 
ting  your  honefty,  am  I  to  fay  that  you  are 
grolsly  ignorant  of  the  fubject  ?  Let  the  reader 

Ju,§e i  J0lln  ^ys,  that  Jefus  appeared  to  his 
Staples  at  Jerufalem  on  the  day  of  his  refur- 
rectioii,  and  that  Thomas'  was  not  then  with 
them.— The  fame  John  fiys,  that  after  eight 
days  he  appeared  ro  them  again,  when  Thomas 
was  with  them.— Now,  Sir, how  apparently  three 
erfour  days  can  be  confiftent  with  really  eight 
days,  I  leave  you  to  make  out.  But  this  is  not 
tne  whole  of  John’s  teftimony,  cither  with  re- 
fpect  to  place  or  time — for  he  fays— After  thefe 
things  (after  the  two  appearances  to  the  difei- 
ples  at  Jerufalem  on  the  firft  and  on  the  eighth 
day  after  the  lefurreclion)  Jefus  Ihewcd  him- 
*lf  again  to  his  difciples  at  the  fea  o (Tiberias, 


The  fea  of  Tiberias,  I  prefume  you  know, 
was  in  Galilee  :  and  Galilee,  you  may  know, 
was  fixty  or  fe verity  miles  from  Jerufalem  ;  it 
mud:  have  taken  the  difciples  forae  time,  after 
the  eighth  day,  to  travel  from  Jerufalem  into 
Galilee.  What,  in  your  own  intuiting  lan¬ 
guage  to  the  priefts,  what  have  you  to  anfwer 
as  to  the  fame  fpot  Jerufalem ,  as  to  your  appa¬ 
rently  three  or  four  days  ? — But  this  is  not  all. 
Luke,  in  the  beginning  of  the  A cb,  refers  to 
his  gofpel,  and  fays — u  Chrift  (hewed  himfelf 
alive  after  his  paffion,  by  many  infallible  proofs, 
being  feen  of  theapodtles  forty  days,  and  fpeak- 
ing  of  the  things  pertaining  to  the  kingdom 
of  God  — -inftead  of four,  you  perceive  there 
were* forty  days  between  the  crucifixion  and 
the  afcerifion.  I  need  not,  I  truff,  after  this, 
trouble  myfelf  about  the  fa  he  hood  v  and  contra¬ 
dictions  which  you  impute  to  the  eyangelids  ; 
your  readers  cannot  be  but  upon  their  guard, 
as  to  the  credit  due  to  your  aflertions,  however 
bold  and  improper.  You  will  fu  her  me  to 


remark*  that  the  evangeiifbs  were  plain  men; 
who,  convinced  of  the  truth  of  their  narration 
and  confcious  of  their  own  integrity,  have  re¬ 
lated  what  they  knew,  with  admirable  fimpli- 
city.  r{  hey  feern  to  have  faid  to  the  jews  of 
their  time,  and  to  fay  to  the  jews  and  unbe¬ 
lievers  of  all  times — We  have  told  you  the 
truth  ;  and  if  you  will  not  believe  us,  we  have 
nothing  more  to  fay.— Had  they  been  imp  of- 
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tars,  they  would  have  written  with  more  can 
tion  and  art,  have  obviated  every  cavil,  an 
avoided  every  appearance/  of  contradidion 
1  his  they  have  not  done ;  and  this  I  confide 
as  a  proof  of  their  honefly  and  veracity. 

John  the  baptifl  had  given  his  teflimom 
to  the  truth  of  our  Saviour’s  miffion  in  th' 
moft  unequivocal  terms;  he  afterwards  fen 
two  of  his  difciplcs  to  Jefus,  to  afc  him  whe 
Aer  he  was  really  theexpededMeffiahor  not 
Matthew  relates  both  thefc  circumflances 
had  the  writer  of  the  book  of  Matthew  beei 
an  impoftQr,  would  he  have  invalidated  John’: 
teltimony,  by  bringing  forward  his  real  or  ap- 
parent  doubt ;  Impoflible  !  Matthew,  having 
proved  the  refurredion  of  Jefus,  tells  us,  tha 
the  eleven  difciples  went  away  into  Galilet 
into  a  mountain  were  Jefus  had  appointee 
them,  and  cc  when  they  faw  him  they  worship¬ 
ped  him :  but  fome  doubted.— -Would  an  im- 
poftor,  in  the  very  lafl  place  where  he  men¬ 
tions  the  refurredion,  and  in  the  conclufion  of  his 
book,  have  fuggefted  fuch  a  cavil  to  unbelie¬ 
vers,  as  to  fay— fome  doubted  ?  Impoflible  ! 
Theevangeliflhas  left  us  to  colled  thereafon 
why  fome  dou  b  ted ; —the  difei pies  faw  Jefus,  at  a 
di fiance,  on  the  mountain  ;  and  fome  of  them 
fell  down  and  worfhipped  him  ;  whilft  others 
doubted  whether  the  perfon  they  faw  was  real¬ 
ty  Jefus  ;  their  doubt,  however,  could  not 
have  lafled  long,  for  in  the  very  next  verfe  we 
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are  told  that  Jefus  came  and  fpakc  unto  them. 
Great  and  laudable  pains  have  been  taken 
by  many  learned  men,  to  harmonise  the  feveral 
accounts  given  us  by  the  evangelifts  of  the 
refurredlion.  It  does  not  feem  to  me  to  be  a 
matter  of  any  great  conference  to  chriftianity, 
whether  the  accounts  can,  in  every  minute 
particular*  be  harmonized  or  not ;  fince  there 
is  no  fuch  difeordanee  in  them,  as  to  render  the 
fadt  of  the  refurredlion  doubtful  to  any  impar¬ 
tial  mind.  If  any  man  in  a  court  of  juflice 
fhould  give  pofitive  evidence  of  a  fadf ;  and 
three  others  fhould  afterwards  be  examined, 
and  all  of  them  fhould  confirm  the  evidence  of 
the^  fir£  as  to  the  fadf,  but  fliould  apparently 
difTcr  from  him  and  from  each  other,  by  bein<r 
more  or  lefs  particular  in  their  accounts  of  the 
cin  umftances  attending  the  fad!  ;  ought  vve  to 
doubt  of  the  fadf,  becaufe  we  could  not  har¬ 
monize  the  evidence  refpedling  the  circum¬ 
stances  relating  to  it  ?  The  omiffion  of  any 
one  circumftance  (fuch  as  that  of  Mary  Mag¬ 
dalene  having  gone  twice  to  the  fepulchre  ;  or 
that  of  the  angel  having,  after  he  had  rolled  away 
the  flone  from  the  fepulchre,  entered  into  the 
fepulchre)  may  render  an  harmony  impoifible, 
without  having  recourfe  to  fuppofition  to  fup- 
ply  the  defedf.  You  deifls  laugh  at  all  fuch 
attempts,  and  call  them  prieftcraft,  I  think 
it  better  then,  in  arguing  with  you,  to  admit 
that  there  may  be  (n#t  granting,  however,  that 
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there  is)  an  irreconcilable  difference  detwes 
the  evangelifls  ,in  fome  of  their  accounts  re: 
peeling  the  life  of  Jefus,  or  his  refurredlioi 
Be  it  f) ;  what  then  ?  Does  this  different 
admitting  it  to  be  real,  deflroy  the  credibility  <; 
the  gofpel  hiffory  in  any  ofits  effential  points 
Certainly,  in  my  opinion,  not.  As  I  look  up 
on  this  to  be  a  general  anfwer  to  moil  of  yoi 
deiffical  objections,  1  profefs  my  fincerity,  i 
faying,  that  I  confider  it  as  a  true  and  fuffici 
ent  anfwer  ;  and  I  leave  it  to  your  confide  ra 
tion.  I  have,  purpofely,  in  the  whole  of  thi 
difeuflion,  been  filent  as  to  the  infpiration  ( 
the  evangelifls  ;  well  knowing  that  you  woul 
have  rejected,  with  fcorn,  any  thi  no-  I  coul 
have  faid  on  that  point  :  but,  in  difputing  wit 
a  deiff,  I  do  mod  folemnly  contend,  that  th 
chrifti  rel  i  gion  is  true,  and  worthy  of  all  ac 
ceptation  whether  the  evangelifls  were  infpir 
ed  or  not. 

U  nbe li evers,  i n  general ,  w i  ill  to  co nee: 
their  fentimerits ;  they  have  a  decent  refpet 
for  public  opinion  ;  are  cautious  of  affrontin 
the  religion  of  their  country;  fearful  of  un 
dermining  the  foundations  of  civil  fociety.- 
Some  few  have  been  more  daring,  hut  lefs  ju 
dicious;  and  have,  without  difguife,  profdfei 
their  unbelief.  But  you  are  the  firfl  who  eve 
fwore  that  he  was  an  infidel,  concluding  you 
deiffical  creed  with — So  help  me  God  !  I  pra 
that  God  may  help  y®u  ;  that  he  may,  throug 
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the  influence  of  his  holy  fpirit,  bring  you  to  a 
rio-ht  mind  ;  convert  you  to  the  religion  of  his 
Son,  whom,  out  of  his  abundant  love  to  man¬ 
kind,  he  fent  into  the  world,  that  all  who 
believe  in  him  fhould  not  perifh,  but  have 
everlafting  life. 

You  fwear,  that  you  think  the  chriftian  re¬ 
ligion  is  not  true.  I  give  full  credit  to  your 
oath  ;  it  is  an  oath  in  confirmation— of  what 

_ of  an  opinion.- — It  proves  the  fincerity  of 

your  declaration  of  yeur  opinion  ;  bet:  the  o- 
pinion,  notwith (landing  the  oath,  may  be  ei¬ 
ther  true  or  falfe.  Permit  me  to  produce  to 
you  an  oath  not  confirming  an  opinion,  but  a 
fa£I ;  it  is  the  oath  of  St.  Paul,  when  he  1  wears 
to  the  G  alatians,  that  in  what  he  told  them  of 
his  miraculous  converfion,  he  did  not  tell  a 
lie  :  “  Now  the  things  which  I  write  unto  you, 
behold,  before  God,"  I  lie  not:,, — do  but  give 
that  credit  to  Paul  which  I  give  to  you,  da 
but  conftder  the  difference  between  an  opinion 
and  a  fadl,  and  I  fhall  not  defpair  of  your  be¬ 
coming  a  chriftian. 

Deism,  you  fay,  confifts  in  a  belief  of  one 
God,  and  an  imitation  of  his  moral  character, 
or  the  practice  of  what  is  called  virtue  ;  and 
in  this  ( as  far  as  religion  is  concerned)  you  reft 
all  your  hopes. — There  is  nothing  in  deiftn 
but  what  is  in  chriftianity,  but  there  is  much 
in  chriftianity  which  is  not  in  deifrn.  The 
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chriftian  has  no  doubt  concerning  a  futun 
slate  ;  every  del (l,  from  Plato  to  Thcmai 
t  ain,  is  on  this  iubjetft  overwhelmed  wit! 
doubts infuperable  by  human reafon.  The  chrif 
tian  has  no  mifgivings  as  to  the  pardon  of  peni¬ 
tent  linnets,  through  the  interceffion  of  a  me- 

,  1nt0!'i  tlle  de11^  1S  ha  railed  with  apprehenfiora 
left  tne  moral  juftice  of  God  Ihould  demand 
with  inexorable  rigour,  punilhment  for  tranf- 
gremon.  1  he  chriftian  has  no  doubt  con¬ 
cerning  the  lawfulness  and  the  efficacy  of  pray¬ 
er  ;  the  deift  is  difturbed  on  this  point  by  ab- 
laatt  confiderations  concerning  the  goodnefs 
ot  fjod,  which  wants  not  to  be  intreated  :  con¬ 
cerning  his  forefight,  which  has  no  need  of  our 
information  ;  concerning  his  immutability, 
which  cannot  be  changed  through  our  fuppli- 
The  chriftian  admits  the  providence 
ot  (j°d  and  the  liberty  of  human  actions ;  the  de- 
ilt  is  involved  in  great  difficulties,  when  he 
undertakes  the  proof  of  either.  The  chrifti¬ 
an  has  a  flu  ranee  that  the  fpirit  of  God  will 
,e  P  11  s  infirmities  ;  the  deift  does  not  deny 
*  e  poffibility  that  God  may  have  accefs  to  the 
human  mind,  but  he  has  no  ground  to  believe 
the  fact  of  his  either  enlightening  the  under¬ 
standing,  influencing  the  will,  or  purifyin°  the 
heart.  “  * 


LETTER  IX. 


*  Y  1 "A HOSE,1 ”  you  fay, cc  wko  arc  not  much 
jL  acquainted  with  ecclefiaftical  hiflory, 
may  luppofe  that  the  book  called  the  New 
Te flame nt  has  exifted  ever  fince  the  time  ofje- 
ius  Chrifl,  but  the  fa6l  is  niflorically  other- 
wile  ;  there  was  no  fuch  book  as  the  New 
Tefi  ament  till  more  than  three  hundred  years 
after  the  time  that  Chrifl  is  faid  to  have  lived.” 
—  This  paragraph  is  calculated  to  miflead  com¬ 
mon  readers  ;  it  is  neceffary  to  unfold  its  mean¬ 
ing.  The  book  called  the  New  Teflament, 
confifls  of  twenty-feven  different  parts  ;  con¬ 
cerning  (even  of  thefe,  viz.  the  Epiflle  to  the 
Hebrews,  that  of  James,  the  fecond  of  Peter, 
the  fecond  of  John,  the  third  of  John,  that  of 
J  ude,  and  the  Revelation,  there  were  at  firft 
lome  doubts ;  and  the  queflion,  whether  they 
fhould  be  received  into  the  canon,  might  be 
decided,  as  all  queftions  concerning  opinions 
mufl  be,  by  vote.  With  refpedl  to  the  other 
twenty  parts,  thofe  who  are  moll  acquainted 
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with  ecclefiaRical  hiftory  will  tell  you,  as  D 
Fm  does  after  Eufebius,  that  they  were  owne 
as  canonical,  at  all  times,  and  by  all  chriRiam 
*“  V  v  lidner  the  council  of  Laodicea  was  hel 
before  or  alter  that  of  Nice,  is  not  a  fettle 
poiiU.  j  ail  the  books  of  the  New  I  eflameni 
except  the  Revelation,  are  enumerated  as  ca 
nonical  in  the  ConRitutions  of  that  council 
but  it  is  a  great  mi  Rake  to  funpofe,  that  th 
greateR  part  ef  the  books  of  the  New  Tefta 
incnt  weie  not  in  general  ufe  amongR  chrif 
turns,  long  before  the  council  of  Laodicea  wa 
hedd.  This  is  not  merely  my  opinion  on  th 
lubjecR  ;  it  is  the  opinion  of  one  much  bette 
acquainted  with  ecclefiaftical  hiftory  than  i 
am,  and,  probably,  than  you  are, — Mojheim 
I  he  opinions,  fays  this  author,  or  rathe] 
the  conjectures,  of  the  learned,  concerning  th< 
time  when  the  books  of  the  New  Teftamenl 
were  colleded  into  one  volume,  as  alfo  about 
thv.  authois  of  that  collection,  are  extreme!^ 
different.  This  important  queRion  is  attend- 
ed  vvitii  great  and  almoR  Infuperable  difncul- 
cics  to  us  in  thefe  latter  times.  It  is  howe¬ 
ver  fufficient  for  us  to  know,  that,  before  the 
middle  of  the  fecond  century,  the  greateR  part 
oi  the  books  of  the  New  Teftament  were  read 
in  every  chriftian  fociety  throughout  the 
world,  and  received  as  a  divine  rule  of  faith 
-nd  manners.  Hence  it  appears,  that  thefe 
iaeied  writings  were  carefully  fe  para  ted  from 
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federal  human  competitions  upon  tne  iatfte 
£ibje&,  either  by  feme  of  the  apoftles  them- 
felves,  who  lived  fo  long,  or  by  their  duciplcs 
and  fuccefibrs  who  werefpread  abroad  through 
all  nations.  We  are  well  affured,  that  the^ 
four  gofpels  were  collected  during  the  life  ot 
"St.  John,  and  that  the  three  firft  received  the 
■approbation  of  this  divine  apoftle.  And  why- ' 
may  we  not  fuppofe,  that  the  other  books  or 
the  New  Teftarnent  were  gathered  together 
at  the  fame  time  ?  What  renders  this  high  y 
probable  is,  that  the  inoft  urgent  necefhty  re¬ 
quired  its  being  done,  b  or,  not  long  after 
ClhrilPs  afcenfion  into  heaven,  feveral  hilto- 
ries  of  his  life  and  doctrines,  lull  of  pious 
.fends,  and  fabulous  wonders,  were  compofed 
by  perfons,  whofe  intentions,  perhaps,  were 
not  bad,  but  whofe  writings  discovered  the 
greateff  fuperfH  ion  and  ignorance.  Nor  was 
this  all :  productions  appeared,  which  were 
’impofed  on  the  world  by  fraudulent  men  as 
the  writings  of  the  holy  apoftles.  Thefe  apo¬ 
cryphal  and  Ipurious  writings  muff  have  pro¬ 
duced  a  fad  confuiion,  and  rendered  both  the 
hi  {lory  and  the  doctrine  ol  Chrift  uncertain, 
'h  id  not  the  rules  of  the  church  u(ed  ail  pofli- 
•ble  care  and  diligence  ;n  ieperati ng  the  books 
that  were  truly  apofiolical  and  divine,  from 
all  that  ipurious  traih,  and  conveying  them 
fw/fi  to  do  (ferity  in  one  volume,"’ 

O  2 


Did  you  ever  read  the  apology  for  th, 
chriftians,  which  Juftin  Martyr  pmfented  t, 
the  emperor  Antoninus  Pius,  to  the  fenate 
and  people  of  Rome  ?  I  ffiould  fooner  expefi 
r  111  a  Petition,  which  any  body  of  per- 

font  to  r?-’  imPlorinS  fltould  pre- 

-  t  o  the  king  and  parliament  of  Great  Bri- 

ta,n>  than  this  apology— Yet  in  this  apoloi 

g}7,  whicn  was  prefented  not  fifty  years  after 

ue:,tb  of  it.  John,  not  only  parts  of  all  tht 

Jout  gofpels  are  quoted ,  hut  it  is  expeffly  laid. 

,  at  °n  t  lc  %  called  Sunday,  a  portion  oi 
nem  was  read  in  the  public  alfomblies  of  the 


,  •  a.  ptiuiit.  aiiouDiiGs  or  rn 

f  „r!  lans‘  1  forbear  purfuing  this  matte 
ei,felt  m,ght  eafily  be  ftiewn,  tha 
L*1!'  ,l  goipeis,  and  certainly  feme  of  St 
,  "U  b  ePl‘cles,  were  known  to  Clement ,  fona- 

I17JC  rx  r> A  D _  7.  .  _  .  1  o  *** 
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dal'1  Yf'Wryi,  contemporaries  with  thi 
('  'Kt;S-  ^befo  men  could  not  quote  or  re- 
7‘  books  which  did  not  exift  :  and  there- 
ore  though  you  could  make  it  out  tha 
■ie  i)°o  '  called  the  New  Teftament  did  no: 
onnerly  exift  under  that  title,  till  350  years 
a  (er  Chnft  ;  yet  1  hold  it  to  be  a  certain  fadt. 
that  all  the  hooks,  of  which  it  is  compofed, 
were  written,  and  moft  of  them  received  by  all 
cmdtians,  within  a  few  years  after  his  death. 

1  .i  pu.ra,(e  a  difficulty  relative  to  the  time 
intci  veiled  between  the  death  and  re- 
iurrechon  of  Jelus,  who  had  Arid,  that  the  Son 
man  “all  be  three  days  and  three  nights  in 


the  heart  of  the  earth.  Are  you  ignorant  then 
that  the  Jews  ufed  the  phrafe  three  days  and 
three  nights  to  denote  what  we  underftand  bv 
three  days  ? — It  is  faid  in  Genefls,  chap.  vii. 
12.  a  The  rain  was  upon  the  earth  forty  days 
and  forty  nights;5’  and  this  is  equivalent  to 
the  expreflion,  (ver.  17.)  a  And  the  flood  was 
forty  days  upon  the  earth.”  Inftead  then  of 
laying  three  days  and  three  nights,  let  us  Am¬ 
ply  fay — three  days — and  you  will  not  object 
to  Chrift’s  being  three  days — Friday,  Satur¬ 
day,  and  Sunday,  in  the  heart  of  the  earth.  I 
do  not  fay  that  he  was  in  the  grave  the  whole 
of  either  Friday  or  Sunday  ;  but  an  hundred 
inftances  might  be  produced,  from  writers  of 
ail  nations,  in  which  a  part  of  a  day  is  fpoken 
©f  as  the  whole5- — Thus  much  for  the  defence 
evi  the  hiftorical  part  of  the  New  Teftament. 

You  have  introduced  an  account  of  Fauf- 
tus ,  as  denying  the  genuinenefs  of  the  books 
ot  the  New  Teftament.  Will  you  permit 
that  great  fcholar  in  facred  literature,  Michael - 
ii,  to  tell  you  fomething  about  this  Fauftus  ? 
— u  He  was  ignorant,  as  were  moft  of  the  Af¬ 
rican  writers,  of  the  Greek  language,  and  ac¬ 
quainted  with  the  New  Teftament  merely 
through  the  channel  of  the  Latin  tranflation  : 
he  was  not  only  devoid  of  a  fufneient  fund  of 
learning,  but  illiterate  in  the  higheft  degree. 
An  argument  which  he  brings  againft  the  ge¬ 
nuinenefs  or  the  gofpel  affords  fufftc.ient 


ground  for  this  aflertion  ;  for  he  contends,  tha 
the  gofpel  of  St  Matthew  could  not  have  beei 
written  by  St.  Matthew  himfelf,  becaufe  he  i 
always  mentioned  in  the  third  perfon.”  Yoi 
know  who  has  argued  like  Fauftus,  but  I  die 
not  think  myfelf  authorized  on  that  accoun 
to  call  you  illiterate  in  the  high  eft  degree;  bu 
Michaelis  makes  a  Hill  more  fevere  conclu¬ 
sion  concerning  Fauftus  ;  and  he  extends  hi 
obfervation  to  every  man  who  argued  lik< 
him — *(C  A  man  capable  of  fuch  an  argumen 
muft  have  been  ignorant  not  only  of  th< 
Greek  writers,  the  knowledge  of  which  coul^ 
not  have  been  expected  from  Fauftus,  but  ever 
of  the  Commentaries  of  Caeiar.  And  were  ii 
thought  improbable  that  fo  heavy  a  charge 
could  belaid  with  juftice  on  the  fide  of  hii 
knowledge,  it  would  tall  with  double  weigh) 
on  the  fide  of  his  honeftv,  and  induce  us  te 
fuppofe,  that,  preferring  the  arts  of  fbphiftr) 
t®  the  plainnefs  of  truth,  he  maintained  opin¬ 
ions  which  he  believed  to  be  falfc.’J  (MarflPs 
Tranfl.)  Never  more,  I  think,  fhall  we  hearol 
Mofes  not  being  the  author  of  the  Pentateuch, 
on  account  of  its  being  written  in  the  third 
perfon. 

Not  being  able  to  produce  any  argument 
to  render  qucftionable  either  the  genuinenefs 
or  the  authenticity  of  St.  Paul’s  Epi files,  you 
tell  us,  that  “  it  is  a  matter  of  no  great  impor¬ 
tance  by  whom  they  were  written,  fines  the 
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writer,  whoever  he  was,  attempts  to  prove  his 
doctrine  by  argument :  he  does  not  pretend  to 
have  been  vvitnefs  to  any  of  the  fccnes  told  of 
the  refurredlion  and  afcenlion,  and  he  declares 
that  he  had  not  believed  them.”  That  Paul 
had  fo  far  refilled  the  evidence  which  the  apof¬ 
tles  had  given  of  the  refur  reel  ion  arid  afcenlion 
of  feftis,  as  to  be  a  perfecutor  ol  the  difciples 
of  thrift,  is  certain;  but  I  do  not  remember 
the  place  where  he  declares  that  he  had  not  be¬ 
lieved  them.  I  he  high  priefl  and  the  fen  ate 
the  children  ot  Ilrael  did  not  deny  die  leaii- 
ty  of  the  miracles,  which  had  been  wrought  by 


ter  and  the  apoftles  :  they  did  not  contra¬ 


dict  their  teflimony  concerning  the  refurrec- 
tion  and  the  afcenlion  ;  but  whether  they  be¬ 
lieved  it  or  not,  they  were  bred  with  indigna¬ 
tion,  and  took  counfel  to  put  the  apoftles  to 
death  :  and  this  was  alfo  the  temper  of  Paul  : 
whether  he  believed  or  did  not  believe  the  Ho¬ 
ly  of  the  refurredlion,  he  was  exceedingly  mad 
againft  the  faints.  The  writer  of  Paul's  E- 
piflles  does  not  attempt  to  prove  his  dodtrine 
by  argument  ;  he  in  rnanv  places  tells  us,  that 
his  dodfrine  was  not  taught  him  by  man,  or 
any  invention  of  his  own,  which  required  the 
ingenuity  of  argument  to  prove  it : — u  I  cer¬ 
tify  you,  brethren,  that  the  gofpel,  which  was 
preached  of  me,  is  not  alter  man.  b  or  1  nei¬ 
ther  received  it  oi  man,  neither  was  I  taught 
it,  but  by  the  revelation  of  Jefus  C brill. 


(  )  ' 

Paul  docs  not  pretend  to  have  been  a  witnef 
or  mzjtory  ot  the  refurrediion,  but  he  doe 
much  more :  he  afferts,  that  he  was  himfelf; 
witnefs  of  the  refurrediion.  After  enumerat¬ 
ing  many  appearances  of  Jefus  to  his  difeiples 
Paul  fays  of  himfelf,  «  Laft  of  all,  he  was  feer 
ot  me  a!!o,  as  ot  one  bora  out  of  due  time  ’ 
Whether  you  will  admit  Paul  to  have  been  : 
'•rue  witnefs  or  not,  you  cannot  deny  that  hf 

pretends  to  have  been  a  witnefs  of  the  refur¬ 
rection. 

The  (lory  of  his  being  ftruck  to  th< 
ground,  as  he  was  journeying  to  Damafcus 
has  nothing  in  it,  you  fay,  miraculous  or  ex¬ 
traordinary  :  you  reprefetit  him  as  ftruck  b\ 
lightning. — It  is  fomewhat  extraordinary  foi 
a  man,  who  is  ftruck  by  lightning,  to  have 
at  the  very  time,  full  poffeffion  of  his  under- 
Itanding;  to  hear  a  voice  iftuing  from  the 
lightning,  fpeaking  to  him- in  the  Hebrew 
tongue,  calling  him  by  his  name,  and  enterin'* 
into  convention  with  him.  His  compani¬ 
ons,  you  fay,  appear  not  t-o  have  buffered  in 
t  e  fame  manner the  greater  the  wonder. 

‘c  was  a  common  ftorm  of  thunder  and 
lightning  which  ftruck  Paul  and  all  his  com¬ 
panions  to  the  ground,  it  is  fomewhat  extra¬ 
ordinary  that  he  alone  Ihould  be  hurt ;  and 
lhat  notwithftanding  his  being  ftruck  blind 
by  lightning,  he  Ihould  in  other'refpedls  be  fo 
ottle  hurt,  as  to  be  immediately  able  to  walk 
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into  the  city  of  Damafcus,  So  difficult  is  it 
to  oppofe  truth  by  an  hypothecs  ! — In  the  cha- 
radlei  of  Paul  you  difcover  a  great  deal  of  vi¬ 
olence  and  fanaticifm  ;  and  fuch  men,  you 
obferve,  are  never  good  moral  evidences  of 
any  dodtrine  they  preach. — .Read,  Sir,  Lord 
Lyttletan’ s  ohfervations  on  the  converfion 
and  apoftlefhip  of  St.  Paul  ;  and  I  think  you 
will  be  convinced  of  the  contrary.  That  ele-* 
gant  writer  thus  exprefies  his  opinion  on  this 
fubjedI—“  Befides  all  the  proofs  of  the  chrifti- 
an  religion,  which  may  be  drawn  from  the 
prophecies  of  the  Old  Teftament,  from  the 
neceflary  connedfion  it  has  with  the  whole 
fyftem  of  the  jewifh  religion,  from  the  mira¬ 
cles  of  ChrifI,  and  from  the  evidence  given  of 
feis  refurredtion  by  all  the  other  apoflles,  I 
think  the  converfion  and  apodlefhip  of  St. 
Paul  alone,  duly  confidered,  is,  of  itfelf,  a  de- 
monftration  fufficient  to  prove  ehriftianity  to 
be  a  divine  revelation.”  I  hope  this  opinion 
will  have  fome  weight  with  you  ;  it  is  not 
the  opinion  of  a  lying  Bibie-prophet,  of  a  ftu- 
pid  evangelift,  or  of  an  a  b  ab  pried,— but  of 
a  learned  layman,  wh@fe  illuftrious  rank  re¬ 
ceived  fplendor  from  his  talents. 

You  are  difpleafed  with  St.  Paul  u  for  fet- 
ting  out  to  prove  the  refurredlion  of  the  fa?n$ 
body.”- — You  know,  I  prefume,  that  the  re- 
furredfion  of  the  fame  body  is  not,  by  all,  ad¬ 
mitted  to  be  a  fcriptural  dodtrine,—' *  In  the 


' 
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New  Teft ament  (wherein,  I  think,  are  cots 
tained  all  the  articles  of  the  chriftian  faith 
I  find  our  Saviour  and  the  apoftles  to  preac 
the  refnr  recti  on  of  the  dead  and  the  refur  rcdim 
from  the  dead,  in  many  places  ;  hut  I  do  nc 
remember  any  place  where  the  refurred  ion  c 
fame  body  is  fo  much  as  mentioned' 


me 


This  obfer cation  of  Mr.  Locke  I  fo  far  adorn 

4 


as  to  deny  that  you  can  produce  any  place  i 
the  waitings  of  St.  Paul,  wherein  he  fets  on 
to  prove  the  refurredion  of  the  fame  body 
I  do  not  queflion  the  poflibility  of  the  refur¬ 
rection  of  the  fame  body,  and  1  am  not  igno¬ 
rant  of  the  manner  in  which  fome  learned  mei 
have  explained  it;  (fomewhat  after  the  waj 
of  your  vegetative  fpeck  in  the  kernel  of  2 


peach,)  but  as  you  are  difcrediting;  St.  Paulh 


dodrine,  you  ought  to  (hew  that  what  you  at¬ 
tempt  to  difcredit  is  the  dodrine  of  the  apoflie 
As  a  matter  of  choice  you  had  rather  have  ; 
better  body, — you  will  have  a  better  bodv— 
“  your  natural  body  will  be  railed  a  fpiritual 
bo dy,”  your  corruptible  will  put  on  incorrup¬ 
tion.  You  are  fo  much  out  ©f  humour  with 
your  prefent  body,  that  you  inform  us,  even 
animal  in  the  creation  excels  us  in  fomethintr 
Now  I  had  always  thought,  that  the  fmgk 
circumftance  of  our  having  hands,  and  then 
having  none,  gave  us  an  infinite  fuperioritj 
not  only  over  infeds,  fifties,  (nails,  and  fpl- 
ders,  (which  you  reprefent  as  excelling  us  in 
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loco-motive  powers,)  but  overall  the  animals 
©f  the  creation  ;  and  enabled  us,  in  the  lan¬ 
guage  of  Cicero,  defcribing  the  manifold  util¬ 
ity  of  our  hands,  to  make  as  it  were  a  new 
nature  of  things.  As  to  what  you  fay  about 
the  confcioufnefs  of  exiftence  being  the  only 
conceivable  idea  of  a  future  life- — it  proves 
nothing,  either  for  or  againft  the  refurreclion 
of  a  body,  or  of  the  fame  body  ;  it  does  not 
inform  us,  whether  to  any  or  to  what  jub¬ 
ilance,  material  or  immaterial,  this  confciouf¬ 
nefs  is  annexed.  I  leave  it,  however,  to 
others,  who  do  not  admit  perfonal  identity  to 
con  ft  ft  in  confcioufnefs,  to  difpute  with  you  on 
this  point,  and  willingly  fubfcribe  to  the  opi¬ 
nion  of  Mr.  Locke,  a  that  nothing  but  con¬ 
fcioufnefs  can  unite  remote  exigences  into  the 
fame  perfon.” 

From  a  caterpillar’s  palling  into  a  torpid 
Fate  refembling  death,  and  aftei  wards  appear¬ 
ing  a  fplendid  butterfly,  and  rrom  tne  (fup- 
poled)  confcioufnefs  of  exiftence  which  ihe 
animal  had  in  thefe  different  ftates,  you  afk, 
Why  muff  I  believe,  that  the  refur  reed  ion  of 
the  fame  body  is  neceflary  to  continue  in  me 
the  confcioufnefs  of  exiftence  hereafter  ?  I 
do  not  diflike  analogical  reafowing,  when  ap¬ 
plied  to  proper  ebjedfs,  and  kept  within  due 
bounds  : — but  where  is  it  faid  in  feripture, 
that  the  refurredlion  of  the  fame  body  is  ne- 
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ceffiiry  to  continue  in  you  the  confcioufnefs  of 

C? '  uCIrCe  i  Thofe  who  admit  a  cenfcious  ftate 
of  the  foul  between  death  and  the  refurredion 
will  contend,  that  the  foul  is  the  fubftance  in 
which  confcioufnefs  is  continued  without  in¬ 
terruption  thofe  who  deny  the  intermediate 
itate  of  the  foul  as  a  ftate  of  confcioufnefs,  will 
contend,  that  confcioufnefs  is  not  deftroved 
by  death,  but  fufpended  by  it,  as  it  is  Appen¬ 
ded  during  a  found  deep,  and  that  it  may  as  ea- 
iuy  be  reftored  after  death,  as  after  fleep,  dur- 
ing  which  the  faculties  of  the  foul  are  not  ex- 
tindf  but  dormant.— Thofe  who  think  that  the 
f®ul  ,s  nothing  diftindt  from  the  compares  of 
the  body,  not  a  fubftance  but  a  mere  quality, 
will  maintain,  that  the  copfcioufnefs  apper¬ 
taining  to  every  individual  perfon  is  not  loft 

when  the  body  is  deftroyed  ;  that  it  is  known 
to  Prod  ;  and  may,  at  the  general  refurrection, 

v\  a!llVeXed  to  aiT  fyftem  of  matter  he  may 
think  ht,  or  to  that  particular  compages  to 
which  it  belonged  in  this  life. 

In  reading  your  book  I  have  been  frequently 
mooted  at  the  virulence  of  your  zeal,  at  the 
indecorum  of  your  abufe  in  applying  vulgar 
and  ofFenfive  epithets  to  men  who  have  been 
held,  and  who  will  long,  I  truft,  continue  to 
be  holden,  in  high  eftimation.  I  know  that 
the  fear  of  calumny  is  feldom  wholly  effaced 
it  remains  long  after  the  wound  is  healed ;  and, 
your  abufe  of  holy  men  and  holy  things  will 
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be  remembered,  when  your  arguments  againft 
them  are  refuted  and  forgotten.  Mofes  you 
term  an  arrogant  coxcomb,  a  chief  aflaflin ; 
Aaron,  Jolhua,  Samuel,  David,  monfters  and 
impoftors  ;  the  jewifh  kings  a  parcel  of  rafeals ; 
Jeremiah  and  the  reft  of  the  prophets,  liars; 
and  Paul  a  fool ;  for  having  written  one  of  the 
fublimeft  compofttions,  and  on  the  moft  im¬ 
portant  fubje£t  that  ever  occupied  the  mind  of 
man — the  lelTon  in  our  burial  fervice  : — this 
lefton  you  call  a  doubtful  jargon,  as  deftitute 
of  meaning  as  the  tolling  of  the  bell  at  the 
funeral.  Men  of  low  condition  !  prefled 
down,  as  you  often  are,  by  calamities  gene¬ 
rally  incident  to  human  nature,  and  groaning 
under  the  burdens  of  mifery  peculiar  to  your 
condition,  what  thought  you  when  you  heard 
this  leflon  read  at  the  funeral  of  your  child, 
your  parent,  or  your  friend?  Was  it  mere 
jargon  to  you,  as  deftitute  of  meaning  as  the 
tollingofa  bell  ? — No.*— You  underfteod from 
it,  that  you  would  not  all  fleep,  but  that  you 
would  all  be  changed  in  a  moment  at  the  laft 
trump  ;  you  underftood  from  it^  that  this  cor¬ 
ruptible  muft  put  on  incorruption  ;  that  this 
mortal  muft  put  on  immortality,  and  that  death 
would  befwallowedup  in  vi&ory ;  you  under¬ 
ftood  from  it,  that  if  (notwithftanding  profane 
attempts  to  fub vert  your  faith )  ye  continue  ftead- 
faft,  unmovable, always  abounding  in  the  work 
©f  the  Lord,  your  labour  will  not  be  in  vain. 
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^ou  fem  fond  of  difplaying  your  fkil]  in 
icience  and  philofophy ;  you  fpeak  more  than 
ouce  o  iiuclid  ;  and,  in  cenfuring  St.  Paul, 
you  intimate  tous,  that  when  the  aooddefays— 
?ne  ar  difFereth  from  another  idar  in  glory — ■ 
it  ougnt  to  have  faid — in  diffance. — All  men 
Jef  that  one  ftar  difFereth  from  another  Far  in 
glory  or  brightnefs  ?  but  few  men  know  that 
difference  in  brightnefs  arifes  from  their 
tin  ^rence  in  di  dance  ,  and  I  beg  leave  to  fay, 
lat  even  you,  phylofopher  as  you  are,  do  not 
You  make  an  affumption  which  you 
can  no*,  prove  that  the  Irars  are  equal  in  mag- 
n.tu  and  placed  at  different  diftances  from 
neearni  but  you  cannot  prove  thattheyare 
ijot  ffirent  in  magnitude,  and  placed  at  equal 
d  i  dances,  though  none  of  them  maybe  fo  near 
to  t  e  earth,  as  to  have  any  fenfible  annual 
parauax.  I  beg  pardon  of  my  readers  for 
touching  upon  this  fubjeft  ;  but  it  really  moves 
one  s  indgnation,  to  fee  a  i mattering  in  phi- 
loiophy  urged  as  an  argument  againlf  the  vera¬ 
city  of  an  apo  die. — u  Little  learning  is  a  dan¬ 
gerous  thing.” 

Paul,  you  fay,  a  (Teds  to  be  a  naturalift  ; 
and  to  prove  (you  might  more  properly  have 
i  bluff  ate)  his  fyffem  of  re  furred!  ion  from 
tae  principles  of  vegetation—"  Thou  fool,” 
fays,  he,  u  that  which  thou  lowed:  is  not  quick - 
en.x)  except  it  die — to  which  one  might  re- 
icy,  m  bis  own  language,  and  fay — -"Thou 
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fool,  Paul,  that  which  thoufoweft  is  not  quick¬ 
ened  except  it  die  not”  It  may  be  feen,  I 
think,  from  this  paflfage,  who  affedbs  to  be  a 
naturalift,  to  be  acquainted  with  the  microl- 
copical  difcoveries  of  modern  times  \  which 
were  probably  neither  known  to  Paul,  nor  to 
the  Corinthians  ;  and  which,  had  they  been 
knowrv^o  them  both,  would  have  been  of 
little  me  in  the  illuftration  of  the  fubjedt  of  the 
refurredlion.  Paul  faid— -that  which  thou, 
foweft  is  not  quickened  except  it  die  : — every 
hufbandman  in  Corinth,  though  unable  Per" 
haps  to  define  the  term  death,  would  underhand 
the  apoftie’s  phrafe  in  a  popular  fenfe,  and  a- 
gree  with  him  that  a  grain  of  wheat  muft  be¬ 
come  rotten  in  the  ground  before  it  could  Iprout , 
and  that,  as  God  railed  from  a  rotten  grain  oi 
wheat,  the  roots,  the  hem,  the  leaves,  the 
ear  of  a  new  plant,  he  might  alfo  caufe  a  new 
body  to  fpring  up  from  the  rotten  carcafe  in  the 
grave. — -Doctor  Clarke  oblerves,  u  In  like 
manner  as  in  every  grain  of  corn  there  is  con¬ 
tained  a  minute  infenfible  feminal  principle, 
which  is  itfelf  the  entire  future  blade  and  ear, 
and  in  due  feafon,  when  all  the  reft  of  the 
grain  is  corrupted,  evolves  and  unlolds  itfelf 
vifibly  to  the  eye  ;  fo  our  prefent  moral  and 
corruptible  body  may  be  but  the  exuv  'uz,  as  it 
were,  ©f  fome  hidden  and  at  prefent  infenfible 
principle,  (pofii'bly  the  p’refent  feat  of  the  foul.,) 
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wmch  at  the  refurreftion  fhall  difcover  itfelf  In 
i'.s  proper  form.”  I  do  not  agree  with  this 

'  f'°r  facl1  1  efteem  him)  in  this 
P  nofop  hi  cal  conjecture  ;  but  the  quotation 
may  ferve  to  (hew  you,  that  the  gem  does  not 
e.o  Ve  and  unfold  itfelf  vifibly  to  the  eye  till 
1  the  red  of  the  grain  is  corrupted-,  that  is,  in 
ie  language  and  meaning  of  St.  Paul,  till  it 

n  eS'  ,.10.uiil!  authority  of  Jefus  may 
have  as  little  weight  with  you  as  that  of  Paul 
yet  it  may  not  be  improper  to  quote  to  you  our 
Saviour  s  expreffion,  when  he  foretels  the  nu¬ 
merous  dilciples  which  his  death  would  pro¬ 
duce— «  Except  a  corn  of  wheat  fall  into  the 
ground  and  die,  it  abideth  alone  :  'our  if  it  die 
it  bringeth  forth  much  fruit.”- You  perceive’ 
from  this,  that  the  Jews  thought  the  death  of 
the  gram  was  necefl'ary  to  its  reproduction.  •— 
hence  every  one  may  fee  what  little  reafon  you 
had  to  object  to  the  apoftle’s  popular  illurfra- 
tion  of  the  poliibility  of  a  refurreCtion.  Had 
he  known  as  much  as  any  naturalift  in  Europe 
<locs,  of  the  progrefs  of  an  animal  from  one 
ltatetoanother,  as  from  a  worm  to  a  butterfly, 
(which  you  think  applies  to  the  cafe,)  I  am  of 
opinion  he  would  not  have  ufed  that  illuftrati- 
on  in  preference  to  what  he  has  ufed,  which  is 
obvious  and  fatisfactory. 

Whether  the  fourteen epiftles  aferibed  to 
f  aul  were  written  by  him  or  not,  is,  in  your 
judgment,  a  matter  of  indifference. — So  far 
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from  being  a  matter  of  indifference,  I  confid^r 
the  genuinsnefs  of  St.  Paul’s  epi  files  to  be  a 
matter  of  the  greateft  importance  ;  for  if  the 
epiftles,  aferibed  to  Paul,  were  written  by  him 
(and  there  is  unejueft  ion  able  proor  that  they 
were,)  it  will  be  difficult  for  you,  or  for  any 
man,  upon  fair  principles  of  found  reafoning, 
to  deny  that  the  ehriftian  religion  is  true. 
The  argument  is  a  fhort  one,  and  obvious  to 
every  capacity.  It  Hands  thus  —  St.  Paul 
wrote  feveral  letters  to  thofe  whom,  in  differ¬ 
ent  countries,  he  had  converted  to  the ehriftian 
•faith  3  in  thefe  letters  he  affirms  two  things 
fir  ft,  that  he  had  wrought  miracles  in  then 
prefence  ; — fecondly,  that  many  of  themfelves 
had  received  the  gift  of  tongues,  and  other  mi¬ 
raculous  gifts  of  the  Holy  Ghoft. — The  per- 
fons  to  whom  thele  letters  were  acidreffed  mull: 
on  reading  them,  have  certainly  known,  whe¬ 
ther  Paul  affirmed  what  was  true,  or  told  a 
plain  lie  ;  they  muff  have  known,  whether 
they  had  feen  him  work  miracles  ;  they  muff 
have  been  confcious,  whether  tney  themfelves 
did  or  did  not  poffefs  any  miraculous  gilts. — 
Now  can  you,  or  can  any  man,  believe  for  a 
moment,  that  Paul  (a  man  certainly,  of  [neat 
abilities)  would  have  written  public  letters, 
full  of  lies,  and  which  could  not  fail  of  being 
difeove  red  to  be  lies,  as  foon  as  his  letters  weie 
read  ? — Paul  could  not  be  guilty  of  failehood 
hi  thefe  two  points,  or  in  either  of  them  ;  and 
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it  either  of  them  be  true,  the  chriftiart  religion 
is  true.  References  to  thefe  two  points  are 
frequent  in  St  Paul’s  epifties  :  I  will  mention 
onlya  few.  Ia  h,s  EpilHe  to  the  Galatians,  he 
lays  (chap.  in.  2.  5.)  «  This  only  would  1  learn 
of  you,  receive  ye  the  fpirit  (gifts  of  the  fpirit) 
by  the  works  of  the  law  r— He  miniftreth  to 
you  the  fpirit,  and  worketh  miracles  among 
y™-  f"0  the  ,  Theffalonians  he  fays 

( I  l  hefl.  ch.  1.5,)“  Our  gofpel  came  not  unto 
you  in  word  only,  butalfo  in  power  and  in  the 
Holy  Guoft.” — To  the  Corinthians  he  thus 
.exprefles  himfelf :  ( 1  Cor.  ii.4.)  “My  preach- 
ing  was  not  with  enticing  words  of  man’s 
wifdom,  but  in  the  demonflration  of  the  fpirit 
and  of  power  and  he  adds  the  reafon  for 
■  us  working  miracles— “  That  your  faith 
mould  not  fraud  in  the  wifdom  of  men  but  in 
me  power  of  God.” — With  what  alacrity 
would  the  fa&ion  at  Corinth,  which  oppofed 
tne  apofcle,  have  laid  hold  of  this  and  many 
iimilar  declarations  in  the  letter,  had  they  been 
a^Ie  I0  h.ave.  detected  any  falfehood  in 
t,.ein.  There  is  no  need  to  multiply  words 

p1  ,  ^ear  a  P0lnt“ — the  genuinenefs  of 
■*  an]  Ep.ifHes  prove  their  authenticity,  in¬ 
dependently  of  every  other  proof;  for  it  is 
abfuid  in  the  extreme  to  fuppofe  him  under 
(circumftances  .of  obvious  detedio n,  capable 
pf  advancing  what  was  not  true;  and  if  Paul’s 
jEpiftJc.s  be  both  genuine  and  anthem  Jo*  th® 
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chriftian  religioa  is  true. — Think  of  this  ar- 

‘■2  I 

gument. 

You  clofe  vour  obfervations  in  the  follow¬ 
ing  manner : — Should  the  Bible  (meanings 

as  I  have  before  remarked,  the  Old  Feftament) 

and  Teftament  hereafter  fall,  -it  is  not  I  that 
have  been  the  occafionY  ou  look,  I  think, 
upon  your  production  with  a  parent  s  paiti.d 
eye,  when  you  ipeak  of  it  in  fuch  a  ityle  of 
felt- complacency.  The  Bible,  Sir,  has  with- 
j&ood  the  learning  of  Porphyry ,  and  the  power 
of  Julia /?,  to  fay  nothing  of  the  manichean 
Faujfus—  it  has  refiftd-ths  genius  of  Boling- 
broke ,  an  the  wit  of  Voltaire ,  to  fay  nothing  or 
a  numerous  herd  of  inferior  afiailants  ;  and  it 
will  not  fall  by  your  force.  You  have  barbed 
anew  the  blunted  arrows  of  former  adverfaries  ; 
you  have  feathered  them  with  blafphemy  and 
ridicule  ;  dipped  them  in  your  deadlieft  poi- 
fon  ;  aimed  them  with  your  utmolt  fkill  ;  ihot 
them  againft  the  fhield  of  faith  with  your  ut- 
moit  vigour  ;  but,  like  the  feeble  javelin  or 
aged  Pricm)  they  will  fcarcely  reach  Ye  mark, 
will  fall  to  Ye  ground  without  a  ftroke. 


THE  remaining  part  of  your  work  cz 
hardly  be  made  the  fubje#  Qf  animac 

If  Principally  confifts  of  unfupporl 
/  ®fe  °"%abu/,ve  appellations,  illiber: 
‘ if™ hAr,fesp  wordh  profane  babblin'- 

ZrtfX  effcieH“M‘bfi  ‘died.  I  in 

.  ui  t  at  being,  in  mere  jufbce  to  the  fubied 

ZTiTnyr  of  ufr‘8  fuch  harfh  ~kn 
£Ul~oe  >  and  am  lincerely  forry  that  fron 

what  caufe  I  know  not,  yolr  mi/d  has 

ed  a  wrong  bias  in  every  point  reTpeiSine  re- 

vea.ed  religion.  You  are  capable  of  bettei 

tT  5  frr  there ,'S  a  philofophical  fublimitj 
.n  fome  of  your  .deas  when  you  fpeak  of  the 

upreme  Being,  as  the  Creator  of  the  univerfe 
1  hat  you  may  not  accufe  me  of  difrefpe<3,  in 
paffing  over  any  part  of  your  work  without 
bellowing  proper  attention  upon  it,  I  will 

cWonclufi0on.y°U  thr°Ugh  Wh*  7°U  °!1  >™r“ 
You  refer  your  reader  to  the  former  part 
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of  the  Age  of  Reafon  ;  in  which  you  hav* 
fpoken  of  what  you  efteem  three  fraud s-*-myi~ 
tery,  miracle,  and  prophecy. — I  have  not  at 
hand  the  book  to  which  y«u  refer,  and  know 
not  what  you  have  faid  on  thefe  fubjedts ;  they 
are  fubjedts  of  great  importance,  and  we,  pro¬ 
bably,  fhould  differ  effentially  in  our  opinion 
concerning  them ;  but,  I  confefs,  I  am  not 
forry  to  be  cxcufed  from  examining  what  you 
have  faid  on  thefe  points,  The  fpecimen  of 
your  reafoning,  which  is  now  before  me,  has. 
taken  from  me  every  inclination  to  trouble 
cither  my  reader,  or  myfelf,  with  any  ebferva- 
tions  on  your  former  book. 

You  admit  the  poffibility  of  God's  reveal¬ 
ing  his  will  to  man;  yet  u  the  thing  fo  re¬ 
vealed, w  is  revelation  to  the  perfon  only  to 
whom  it  is  made  ;  his  account  ©f  it  to  ano¬ 
ther  is  not  rtvelation." — This  is  true  ;  his 
account  is  fimple  teftimony.  You  add,  there 
is  no  cc  pollible  criterion  to  judge  of  the  truth 
of  what  he  fays." — This  I  pofitively  deny  : 
and  contend,  that  a  real  miracle,  performed  in 
atteftation  of  a  revealed  truth,  is  a  certain  cri¬ 
terion  by  which  we  may  judge  of  the  truth  of 
that  atteftation,  I  am  perfectly  aware  of  the 
objections  which  may  be  made  to  this  pofition^ 
I  have  examined  them  with  care  ;  I  acknow¬ 
ledge  them  to  be  of  weight;  but  I  do  not 
fpeak  unadvifediy,  or  as  within g  to  didtate  tq 
other  men,  when  I  fay,  that  l  am  perfuaded  the 
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pofition  is  true.  So  thought  Mofes,  when 
in  the  matter  of  ICorah,  he  laid  to  the  Ifrael 
ites— If  thfcfe  men  die  the  common  death  o 
men,  then  the  Lord  hath  not  fent  me.”— 
So  thought  Elijah 5  when  he  laid — “  Lore 
God  of  Abraham,  Ifaac,  and  of  Ifrae],  let  it  b< 
known  this  day,  that  thou  art  God  in  Ifrae] 
and  that  I  am  thy  fervant and  the  peoph 
bef  ore  whom  he  fpake,  were  of  the  fame  opi- 
men  ;  i0r,  when  the  fire  of  the  Lord  fell,  ane 
com  limed  the  burnt-facrifce,  they  faid— “  The 
Lora  lie  is  the  God.” — So  thought  our  Savi- 
°ur5  when  he  Laid — “  The  works  that  1  do  in 
my  Father’s  name,  they  hear  witnefs  of  me  f3 

—ana,  u  if  I  do  not  the  works  of  my  Father 
believe  me  not.” 

fiA  r  reafon  have  we  to  believe  jefus 
fpeaking  in  the  gofpel,  and  to  difbelieve  Ma¬ 
homet  fpeaking  in  the  Koran  ?  Both  of  them 
“}  clann  to  a  divine  cOmmiilion  i  and  vet  we 
receive  the  words  of  the  one  as  a  revelation 
h  om  God,  and  we  r@jc&  the  words  of  the  other 
as  an  impeflure  of  man.  The  reafon  is  evi¬ 
dent  y  Jefus  eflablifhed  his  pretenfions,  not  by 
ml  edging  any  Lcret  communication  with  the 
L)eity,  but  by  working  numerous  and  indu- 
bi table  miracles  in  the  prefence  of  thoufsnds, 
and  vyhich  the  mod  bi  tter  and  watchful  of  his 
enemies  could  not  c! i fallow  ;  but  Ivlahomet 
wrought  no  miracles  at  all— Nor  is  a  mira- 
eie  the  only  criterion  by  which  we  may  judge 
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of  the  truth  of  a  revelation.  If  a  feries  of 
prophets  fhould,  through  a  coune  of  many 
centuries,  predict  the  appearance  of  a  certain 
perfon,  whom  God  would,  at  a  particular  time, 
fend  into  the  world  for  a  particular  end  ;  and 
at  length  a  perfon  fhould  appear,  in  whom 
all  the  predictions  were  minutely  accomplifh- 
ed  ;  fuch  a  completion  of  prophecy  would  he 
a  criterion  of  the  truth  or  that  revelation, 
which  that  perfon  fbould  deliver  to  mankind. 
Or  if  a  perfon  fhould  now  fay,  (as  many  faife 
prophets  have  faid,  and  are  Gaily  faying,)  that 
he  had  a  commiiTion  to  declare  the  will  of  God  ; 
and,  as  a  proof  of  his  veracity,  mould  predict 
— that,  after  his  death,  he  would  rife  from  the 

dead  on  the  third  day  ; - the  completion  of 

fuch  a  prophecy  would,  I  prefume,  be  a  fufH- 
cient  criterion  of  the  truth  of  what  this  man 
might  have  faid  concerning  the  will  of  God. 
Now  I  tell  you,  (lays  Jefus  to  his  difciples, 
concerning  judas,  who  was  to  betray  him,) 
before  it  come,  that  when  it  is  come  to  pafs 
ye  may  believe  that  I  am  he.  In  various 
parts  of  the  golpels  our  Saviour,  with  the  ut- 
moft  propriety,  claims  to  be  received  as  the- 
mefTenger  of  God,  not  only  from  the  miracles 
which  he  wrought,  but  from  the  prophecies 
which  were  fulfilled  in  his  perfon,  and  from 
the  predictions  which  he  himfeli  delivered. 
Hence,  inftead  of  there  being  no  criterion  by 
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l  ' “cn  wf  mayjudge  of  the  truth  of  the  tf, 
t.an  revelation,  there  are  clearly  three  It  ‘ 
eafy  matter  to  ufe  an  indecorous  flinJ,  * 

£t'i““,into »?  «*  of  the 

«*»  i  '■»«  '.e 

TUprophet  MitTlX'  ?'  8ibfe  '“t1"’  I- 

es  us—«  to  do  juft, 7,  t0  ,ove  LrcV  ard 
wak  humbly  with  our  God  j”— juft'ice  me 
cv,  and  piety,  infteadof  what  yo^contend  ft 
--rapine,  cruelty,  and  murder.  W?*  i, 

.if  i  unand,  tne  I  e  (lament  teaches  us  ?  Yo 
aniv/er  your  queftion— to  believe  that  the  M 

ss?  crrcd  *~*«r  with 

ALhitd  and  impious  affertion  !  No  Sir 

t,  j*  bl* f  ?rora,,c  dodrine>  this  raiferable  ftufl 
‘  Wafphemous  perverfion  of  ferin  ure  ; 

0C.n‘ne>  n0t  that-?f  the  New  Teftament 

iuSdels^s  well  ^t^bT  Whidl  ,jt  .teach«  t( 
,,,i  •  l  ",  .,  i!  ,“s  Lo  believers  ;  it  is  a  kffor 

cannot  h'!  |P  7  tauSht’  which  wii 

[*«."  ",UICUle’  n°r  fophiitry  difprove  •  the 

Jcflon  is  this — “  The dAd  thin  i  1  ,  ’  tnc 

0c  r  n  l  neaead  ‘hail  hear  the  voice 

•  —  ocu  or  Goo,  and  they  that  hear  Hull 
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jjve  ; _ all  that  arc  in  their  graves  fhali  conic 

forth  ;  they  that  have  done  good,  unto  the  re- 
furreaion  of  life  ;  and  they  that  have  done  evil, 

unto  the  refurre&ion  of  damnation. 

The  moral  precepts  of  the  gofpel  are  t» 
w  11  fitted  to  promote  the  happinefs  of  man¬ 
kind  in  this  world,  and  to  prepare  human  na¬ 
ture  for  the  future  enjoyment  ot  tha:  Dlelied- 
nefs,  of  which,  in  our  prefent  ftate,  we  can 
form  no  conception,  that  I  had  no  expectation 
they  would  have  met  with your  difapprobation. 
You  fay,  however,— •“  As  to  the  fcrans  of  mo¬ 
rality  that  are  irregularly  and  thinly  feattered 
in  thofe  books,  they  make  no  part  of  the  pre¬ 
tended  thing,  revealed  religion.’  “  Whatfo- 
ever  ye  would  that  men  fhould  do  to  you,  do 
ye  even  fo  to  them.”— Is  this  a  fcrap  of  mo¬ 
rality  ?  Is  it  not  rather  the  concentered  eflence 
of  all  ethics,,  the  vigorous  root  from  which 
every  branch  of  moral  duty  towards  each  other 
maybe  derived?  Duties,  you  know,  are  diU 
tin<*ui(hed  by  moralifts  into  duties  of  perfect 
and  imperfect  obligation  :  does  the  Biole  teach 
you  nothing,  when  it  inftrudts  you,  that  this 
diftin  tion  is  done  away  ?  when  it  bids  you 
it  pUt  on  bowels  of  mercies,  kindnefs,  hum- 
blenefs  of  mind,  meeknefs,  long-fuffering,  for¬ 
bearing  oneanother  and  forgiving  one  another, 
If  any  man  have  a  quarrel  again!!  an v'.’\  I  heie, 
and  precepts  fuch  as  thefe,  y°u  will  in.  vain 
look  for  in  the  codes  of  Frederick  or  JuJiwtan ; 


a  *  a  l  i  i  i  ]  li  rnp  rv*  , » 

they  wore  not  tauo-hr'  r'  fr  itktute  coo ! 
the  fcbools  ofheaSen  *■#* 

01>  °|  t'/oof  them  lhou!d  cha..„'  ’  ioi 
ed  «  D7  Plato,  a  Seneca,  or  a  Ch  “  W 
Pot  ^nd  upon  the  con4°'c~e  '  ^  ? 

any  fan<3ion.  It  is  -  *),.  r  1 .mar‘k>nd  i 
golpel  alone,  that  .W’  and  '*  ti 

tots  of  benevolent  l‘7u ,!l.V lc:,r  P°rtam 


.  ,  ■  sna  broth T/ 

P  an  unbe»«,ver  voluntam^  ^  "5a> 
t ney  are  indifpenfcble  du&^T,  “Chftft 
mandment  no  nm  V  ,  !Sai!ew« 

jt,»w  nmm  j  P  -  levealco  religion  ?  « 
.  -v,  commandment  1  give  im,Q  v  *  p!  • 

■love  one  another  •”  tV  i  ‘  7  u’  1  hat 

•volence.is  enjoined  b“ 

moft  folemn"  ZnZr  Z  ! 

-r  beiiig  his 

-  v»  0  precepts  you  partbnihV^  .  „  - 

-ivn.  ,viu1  the  dignity  and  the  nit„  P 

-hat  of  not  rdbntino-  “  T?  "" 

lovmg  enemies. — Whobutvo,-  ' l‘,at 
preted  literally  the  provc-bH ‘r’ 7°'  'nte 
-;-an  finite  thee  on  thy  rijS £  l"? If 
the  other  alfo  r>;.i  f  I-  ,7  p  !‘!rn  to  hii 
«' her  cheek  when  tlP  ‘"n,)leJi‘  turn  th 

finote  Jilin  ?  1^%%™ ?  ^  h7p  Prie; 

‘pnefcence  under  11, Vlu  ?  P?£1£w  ac 

enjoined  ;  and  4  'f  ’  ‘  m  "yiines  is  her 

«4k  MiStt", :yr;"»«6;.o  revenj, 

to  loving  or 1*  ,  fTD)°d'-n.  As 

°  .  ’  U  ,s  e-vplamcd,  in  another 


(  183  ) 

place,  to  mean,  the  doing  them  all  the^  good  in 
our  power ;  “  if  thine  enemy  hunger,  teed  him; 
if  he  third:,  give  him  drink  5”  and  what  think 
you  is  more^ likely  to  preferve  peace,  and  to 
promote  kind  affe&ions  amongft  men,  than 
the  returning  good  lor  evil  ?  Chridianity 
doe's  not  order  us  to  love  in  proportion  to  the 

jn;ury. _ .«  it  does  not  offer  a  premium  for  a 

crime,” _ it  orders  us  to  let  our  benevolence 

extend  alike  to  all,  that  we  may  emulate  the 
benignity  ofGrod  himlelf,  who  maketh  a  hC 
fun  to  rife  on  the  evil  and  on  the  good.” 

In  the  law  of  Ivlofes,  retaliation  for  deliberate 
injuries  had  been  ordained — a  1  eye  lor  an  eye, 
a  tooth  for  a  tooth.— Ar ijhtle  in  his  treatife 
of  morals,  fays,  that  fome  thought  retaliation  of 
pcrfonal  wrongs  an  equitable  proceeding  ; 
Rbadamanthus  is  faid  to  have  given  it  bis 
fanllion  ;  the  deccm  viral  laws  allow  i 1  ;  the 
common  law  of  Jingland  did  not  foioid  it  ; 
and  it  is  faid  to  be  ft  ill  the  law  of  tome  coun¬ 
tries,  even  in  chriilendom  :  but  tne  milu  Ipi- 
rit  of  chriftianiry  abfolutely  prohibits,  not  on- 
1  f  the  retaliation  of  inj  uries,  but  the  indulgence 

of  every  relentful  propensity. 

It  has  been,”  you  affirm,  cc  the  feheme  of 
the  chriftian  church  to  hold  man  in  ignorance 
of  the  Creator,  as  it  is  of  government  to  hold 
1- im  in  ignorance  of  his  rights.”- — 1  appeal  to 
:nfe  cf  any  boned  man  to  judge 
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vmthci  this  reprefentation  be  tri»~  in  *  1 
particular.  When  h~  1  r  Cuh( 

the  church  does  be  it  Lu  lias  tile  ^er^ice  < 
minifter  to  keen  £'  W  ^  de%n  ir-  th 
acor  ?  Are  not  An  n  ,".,gnorance  ofGs  Cre 
pins,  the  leffons  arfSP'"  £Ch.  J 

-::niens  which  are  preached  to  hi-  an  h 
iated  to  lmprefs  upon  his  mind  a  ftronl 

and  Wifdom  oPs  },J  ft'Ce,.hollnefs’  Power 
tor  ever  f  Rv  iW  ‘Die  ^od3  b]efie( 

" 1  w S'S”  *5  «• 

gjtcat.on  oi  chnfhans  m  C5rr--  U-w  ■ 
nave  more  .,„,i  r.Lir  J"-al  -unfair 


have  more  uft  and  ?  K  In  ^  Bfit 

Creator  a  n  o  P'P  ConcePtio^  of 
h  ’  a,m,ore  Pe»ect  knowledge  of  th 

>0  LrSt  V”’ "J  Vr** 

a,0„  *  .  puuOiOpnei  s  or  aJi  the  hr 

i  C°UP n-eS.  “^orld  ever  had  or  nc 

?  J,r’  nnleed,  your  fcfeeme  ftould  to 

r‘i'C,L’  a,’'J  men  Should  no  longer  believe  th< 

ghfirr* ,hcy  fo” 

God  called  Ahr^’  the  wor!d  wh< 
1 1  ’  Aoranam  from  his  kindred  *  m 

in  wiihb  t which  has  had  -  ci: 

..  C  l  with  either  jews  orchriftianr,  now  i 

ai'  Sf  l  P  h°W  d°Wn  to  Rod 

-  .  nes,  kns  their  hand  (as  they  did  in  £r 
ume  of  Job,  and  as  the  can-  4  - 

’•}  L°  t,le  moon  ™l*mg  in  brightnefs,  an 
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ieny  the  God  that  is  above  ;  then  would  they 
wo riii ip  Jupiter,  Bacchus,  and  Venus,  and 
emulate,  in  the  tranfcendant  flagitioufnefs  of 
their  lives,  the  impure  morals  of  their  gods. 

W hat  defign  has  government  to  keep  men 
in  ignorance  of  their  rights  ?  None  whatever. 
— All  wife  ftatefmen  are  perfuaded,  that  the 
more  men  know  of  their  rights,  the  better 
hub] eels  they  will  become.  Subjects,  not  from 
neceffity  but  choice,  are  the  firmed:  friends  of 
every  government.  The  people  of  Great 
Britain  are  well  acquainted  with  their  natu¬ 
ral  and  fucial  rights  ;  they  vmderftand  them 
better  than  the  people  of  any  other  country 
do;  they  know  that  they  have  a  right  to  be 
free,  not  only  from  the  capricious  tyranny  of 
any  one  man’s  will,  but  from  the  more  afflict¬ 
ing  defpotifm  of  republican  factions  ;  and  it  is 
this  very  knowledge  which  attaches  them  to 
the  conftkution  of  their  country.  I  have  no 
fear  that  the  people  fhould  know  too  much  of 
their  rights  ;  my  fear  is  that  they  fhould  not 
know  them  in  all  their  relations,  and  to  their 
full  extent.  The  government  does  not  defire 
that  men  fhould  remain  in  ignorance  of  their 
rights  ;  but  it  both  defires,  and  requires,  that 
they  fhould  not  difturb  the  public  peace,  under 
vain  pretences  ;  that  they  fhould  make  them- 
felves  acquainted,  not  mere!  v  with  the  rights, 
but  with  the  duties  alfo  of  men  in  civil  fociety. 
I  am  far  from  ridiculing  fas  feme  have  done) 
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fl  f,  .?  p  S  °f  mja  ’  *  'n,v/a  l°ng  agn  Undt 

ft  ’h  •,!l  hS  P°°u  aS  Wel1  as  £he  nch,  a 
‘  ”  r'ci1  .,ls  vyci!  as  the  poor,  have,  by  n 

tu:e  t0™  *n'ghts  which  no  human  goL 

'n\nt  C3n  Ju!%  £akc  from  them,  without  the 

!v;;  °X=xPf  sconfent  ;  and  feme  alfo,  whit 

£M  uicmfelves  have  no  power  to  furrend' 

government.  One  of  the  nrincin 

or  man,  in  a  lhite  either  of  nature  or  < 

Octet/,  is  a  right  of  property  in  the  fruits  , 

g’  mdaftry,  ingenuity,  or  good  fortune.- 

i3oes  government  hold  any  man  in  ignorant 

“  rf  r‘SbtJ  Somuch  the  cotitrary*  that  tfc 
cm...  <-a.e  of  government  is  to  declare,  afeer 
fain,  modify,  and  defend  this  ri-ht  ;  nay  i 
gives  right  where  nature  gives  none  ;  it  n’ro 
tec.s  the  goods  of  an  in  tel  fate  ;  an  d  it  allow 
a  man,  at  his  death,  to  difpofe  of  that  prooert, 
wmon  the  law  of  nature  would  caufe  to  rever 
into  tne  common  flock.  Sincerely  as  I  an 
attached  to  the  liberties  of  mankind,  I  canno 
ou,  profefs  myfeif  an  utter  enemy  to  that  fPu 
imu>  phnofophy,  tnat  democratic  iiifanity 
XrlWo“U  equalize  all  property,  and  levs. 

f:‘  :X(hncua;:S  ln.civil  Society.  Perfonal  dif- 
armng  from  fu pen' or  probitr,  learn- 
in^,  c iOfpiuiLe,  ucul,  courage,  and  from  eve- 
ry  other  excellency  of  talents,  are  the  very 
blood  and  nerves  of  the  body  politic  ;  they 
animate  the  whole,  and  invigorate  every  part ; 
"  *w.out  tticfn,  its  bones  would  Income  reeds. 
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and  its  marrow  water  ;  it  would  preftntly  fink 
into  a  fetid  fenfelefs  mafs  of  corruption* — 
Power  may  be  ufed  for  private  ends,  and  in 
oppoiitien  to  the  public  good  ;  rank  may  be 
improperly  conferred,  and  infolently  fuflain- 
ed  ;  riches  may  be  wickedly  acquired,  and  vi~ 
cloudy  applied  r  but  as  this  is  neither  necefla- 
rily,  nor  generally  the  cafe,  I  cannot  agree 
with  thofe  who  in  afferti ng  the  natural  equn- 
lity  of  men,  fpurn  the  iniri tuted  d  i  ft  i  actions 
attending  power,  rank,  and  riches. — But  I 
mean  not  to  enter  imo  any  difci'flion  on  this 
fuhjeot,  farther  than  to  fay,  that 7 our  crimina¬ 
tion  of  government  appears  to  me  to  be  whol- 
if  unfolded  ;  and  to  exp.efs  rny  hope,  that  no 
one  individual  will  be  ib  far  milled  by  difquiu- 
tions  cn  the  rights  of  man,  as  to  think  that  he 
has  any  right  to  do  wrong,  as  to  forget  that 
other  men  have  rights  as  well  as  he. 

-  You  are  animated  with  proper  fentiments 
of  piety,  when  you  fpeak  of  the  ftrublure  of 
the  univerfe.  No  one,  indeed  who  confident 
it  with  attention  can  fail  of  having  his  mind 
filled  with  the  fupremeft  veneration  for  its  Au¬ 
thor.  Who  can  contemplate,  without  afton- 
ilhment,  the  motion  of  a  comer,  running  far 
beyond  the  orb  of  Saturn,  endeavouring  to  ef~ 
eape  into  the  nathlefs  regions  of  unbounded 
fprcc,  yet  feeling,  at  its  utmoft  diflance,  the 
atcradl  ive  influence  of  the  fan,  hearing,  as  it 
were,  the  voice  of  God  arreftirsg  its  prog  refs, 
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«iiid  compelling  it,  arcer  a  lapfs  of  ages,  to  r 
iterate  its  ancient  courfe  f— Who  can  compr 
iiend  the  di  fiance  or  the  liars  from  the  earl 
and  from  eacn  other  r — It  is  fo  great,  that 
mocks  our  conception  5  our  very  imaginath 
is  terrified,  confounded,  and  loll,  when  we  a 
told,  hat  a  ray  of  light,  which  moves  at  tl 
race  of  above  ten  millions  of  miles  in  a  m 
note,  will  no%  though  emitted  at  this  infta] 
from  the  brightefl  ftar,  reach  the  earth  in  k 
tnan  fix  years. —  vVe  think  this  earth  a  gre 
globe  ;  a  id  we  fee  the  fad  wickednefs,  whit 
individuals  are  often  guilty  of,  in  fcrapino- 1; 
getnei  a  little  or  its  dirt :  we  view,  with  ft] 
g3  eater  aftonifiiment  and  horror,  the  migh 
im  1  which  has,  in  all  ages,  been  brought  up 
on  human  kind,  by  the  low  ambition  of  cor 
tending  powers,  to  acquire  a  temporary  pofte 
iron  of  a  little  portion  of  is  furface.  But  ho' 
does  the  whole  of  this  globe  fink,  as  it  wen 
to  nothing,  when  we  confider  that  a  millio 
m  earths  will  fcarcely  equal  the  bulk  of  th 
mn  ;  that  all  the  ftars  are  funs  :  and  that  mil 
lions  of  funs  conftitute,  probably,  but  a  mi 
nute  portion  of  that  material  world,  whic 
Cjod  natji  diftributed  through  the  immenfit 
of  fpace  ?  Syftems,  however,  of  inlenfikl 
matte:,  tnough  arranged  in  exquifite  ordei 
prove  only  the  wifdom  and  the  power  of  th 
g:eat  Architect  of  nature. — As  percipient  be 
mgs,  we  look  for  fomeihfng  more — for  hi 


^oodnefs— and  wc  cannot  open  our  eyes  with¬ 
out  feeing  it. 

Every  portion  of  the  earth,  fee,  and  air,  is 
full  of  feniitive  being?,  capable  in  their  refpec- 
tive  orders,  of  enjoying  the  good  things  which 
God  has  prepared  ior  their  comfort.  All  the 
orders  of  beings  are  enabled  to  propagate  their 
kind  ;  and  thus  provifion  is  made  for  a  fuccef- 
five  continuation  of  happinefs.  Individuals 
vield  to  the  law  of  di Ablution,  infeparahle  from 
the  material  flrudture  of  their  bodies  :  but  no 
gap  is  thereby  left  in  exi Hence  ;  their  place 
is  occupied  by  other  individuals  capable  of 
participating  in  the  goodnefsof  the  Almighty. 
Contemplations  fuch  as  thefe,  fill  the  mind 
with  humility,  benevolence,  and  piety.  But 
why  fliould  we  flop  here  ?  why  not  contem¬ 
plate  the  goodnefs  of  God  in  the  redemption, 
as  well  as  in  the  creation  of  the  world  ?  By  the 
death  of  his  only-begotten  Son  Jefus  Chrift, 
he  hath  redeemed  the  whole  human  race  from 
the  eternal  death,  which  the  tranfgrefiion  of 
Adam  had  entailed  on  all  his  pofterity.  Y on  be¬ 
lieve  nothing  about  the  tranfgrellion  of  Adam. 
The  hiflory  of  Eve  and  the  ferpent  exrites 
your  contempt ;  yo\i  will  not  admit  that  it  is 
either  a  real  hiflory,  or  an  allegorical  repre- 
fen  tat  ion  of  death  entering  into  the  world 
through  fin,  through  di [obedience  to  the  com¬ 
mand  of  God.— Be  itfo. — You  find,  ho  wever* 
that  death  doth  reign  over  all  mankind,  by 
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whatever  means  it  was  introduced :  this  is  nc 
f  ,ma  kelid,  ^ut  of  lamentable  know 
ledge.— 1  ha  New  Teftament  tells  us,  tha< 
through  the  merciful  difpenfation  of  Got 
Chrift  hath  overcome  death,  and  re  (bred  maj 
to  that  immortality  which  Adam  had  lofh 
this  alfo  you  refule  to  believe. — Why  ?  Be 
caufe  you  cannot  account  for  the  propriety  o 
this  redemption.* — Miferable  reafon  !  ffunic 
oojedtioM  !  W  hat  is  there  that  you  can  accoun 
for?  Not  for  the  germination  of  a  blade  o 
grafs,  not  for  the  fall  of  a  leaf  of  the  foreh¬ 
and  will  you  refufe  to  cat  of  the  fruits  of  the 
earth,  becaufe  God  has  not  given  you  wifdom 
equal  to  his  own  ?  Will  you  refufe  to  lay 
hold  on  immortality,  becaufe  he  has  not  given 
you,  becaufe  he,  probably  could  not  Aive 
to  fuch  a  being  as  man,  a  full  manifeha- 
tion  of  the  end  for  which  he  defigns  him, 
nor  of  the  means  reqaifite  for  the  attair  5 
ment  of  that  end  ?  What  father  of  a  ' 


can  make  level  to  the  apprehenflon  of  his 
lnfuiu.  childien,  all  the  views  of  happmefs 
whicl^his  paternal  goodnefs  is  preparing  for 
them  r  How  can  he  explain  to  them  the  uti¬ 
lity  of  reproof,  correction,  inftru&ion,  exam¬ 
ple,  of  all  the  various  means  by  which  he 
forms  their  minds  to  piety,  temperance,  and 
probity  ?  We  are  children  in  the  hand  of 
God  ;  we  are  in  the  very  infancy  of  our  ex- 
licence  ;  jull  fepa  rated  from,  the  womb  of  e- 
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ternal  duration  ;  it  may  not  be  poffible  for  the 
Father  of  the  uni verfe  to  explain  to  us  (in¬ 
fants  in  apprehenfion  !)  the  goodnefs  and  the 
wifdom  of  his  dealings  with  the  fons  of  men. 
What  qualities  of  mind  will  be  neceffary  for 
our  well-doing  through  all  eternity,  we  know 
not;  what  difeipline  in  this  infancy  of exift- 
ence  may  be  necehary  for  generating  thefe 
qualities,  we  know  not ;  whether  God  could 
or  not,  confidently  with  the  general  good, 
have  forgiven  the  tranfgreflion  of  Adam, 
without  any  atonement,  we  know  not;  whe¬ 
ther  the  malignity  of  fin  be  not  fo  great,  fo  op- 
polite  to  the  general  good,  that  it  cannot  be 
forgiven  whilff  it  exifts,  that  is,  whilff  the 
mind  retains  a  propenfity  to  it,  we  know  not : 
fo  that  if  there  fhould  be  much  greater  diffi¬ 
culty  in  comprehending  the  mode  of  God’s 
moral  government  of  mankind  than  there  real¬ 
ly  is,  there  would  be  no  reafon  for  doubting  of 
its  redlitude.  If  the  whole  human  race  be 
confidered  as  but  one  fmall  member  of  a  large 
community  of  free  and  intelligent  beings  of 
different  orders,  and  if  this  whole  community 
be  fubjedf  to  difeipline  and  laws  predudlive 
of  the  greateft  poffible  good  to  the  whole  lyf- 
tem,  then  may  we  ffill  more  reafonably  fufpedl 
our  capacity  to  comprehend  the  wifdom  and 
goodnefs  of  God’s  proceedings  in  the  moral 
government  of  the  univerfe. 
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\  ou  are  lavifh  in  your  praife  ofdeifm  ;  it 
is  To  much  better  than  atheifm,  that  i  mean 
not  to  fay  any  thing  to  its  difcredit  j  it  is  nor, 
however,  without  its  difficulties.  What  think 
you  of  an  uncaufed  caufe  of  every  thing  ?  of 
a  -Being  who  has  no  relation  to  time,  not  be¬ 
ing  oider  to-day  than  he  was  yefterday,  nor 
younger  to-day  than  he  will  be  to-morrow  ? 
wno  has  no  relation  to  fpace,  not  being  a  part 
here  and  a  part  there,  o-r  a  whole  any  where  l 
What  think  you  of  an  omnifcient  Being,  who 
cannot  ki  >  w  tlie  future  actions  of  a  man  ? 
Or,  if  his  omnifcience  enables  him  to  know 


them,  wnat  think  you  of  the  contingency  o 
human  actions  ?  And  if  human  adiions  an 
not  contingent,  what  think  you  of  the  moral¬ 
ity  of  actions,  of  the  diftinclion  between  vie* 
and  virtue,  crime  and  innocerce,  fin  and  duty 
Vv  bar  think  you  of  the  infinite  goodnefs  of ; 
Being,  who  exited  through  eternity,  withou 
any  emanation  of  his  goodnefs  manifefted  in  th< 
creation  of  fenfitive  beings  ?  Or,  if  you  con- 
t  id  that  there  has  been  an  eternal  creation 
what  think  you  of  an  effedi:  coeval  with  i t£ 
cauJ  ,  of  matter  not  pofterior  to  its  Maker  i 
"What  think  you  of  the  exigence  of  evil,  rao- 
jra]  a»d  natural,  in  :he  work  of  an  infinite 
Bin  >•,  powerful,  wife,  and  good  ?  What 
'kink  you  of  the  gift  of  freedom  of  will,  when 
2h  j  abuf*  oi  freedom  becomes  the-caufe  of  ge- 
i?eral  miiery  ?  i  could  propofe  to  your  confi- 
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deration  a  great  many  other  cjuslhons  of  a  fi- 
riiilar  tendency,  the  contemplation  01  which 
has  diiven  not  a  few  from  denm  to  ameilm, 
iu<l  as  the  difficulties  in  revealed  religion  have 
driven  yourfelf,  and  feme  others  from  cm  ll- 

tianity  to  deiim.  v;hy 

For  m v  own  pan.,  i  can  wg  uv  j 

either  revealed  or  natural  religion  tnoula  .  e 
abandoned,  on  account  of  the  aifficulnes  wmeh 

at  end  either  of  them.  I  1°°"-  liP  L°  ,  '  ■ 

comprehenfible  Maker  of  heaven  and  earth 
with  unfpeakable  admiration  ana  fed- annihi¬ 
lation,  and  am  a  deift.—I  contemplate,  wnh 
the  utmoft  gratitude  and  humility  or  mind,  hi» 
unfearchable  wifdom  and  gooduet-  in  the  re¬ 
demption  of  the  world  from  eternal  death, 
through  the  intervention  ot  his  bo  1  J jS 
Chrift,  and  am  a  chriftian. — As  a  dealt,  1  have 
little  expectation  ;  as  a  chriftian,  1  have  no 
doubt  of  a  future  Hate.  I  I  peak  lor  m  vf  '■  , 
and  may  be  in  an  error,  as  to  the  ground  ot 
the  firft  part  of  this  opinion.  You,  and  other 
men,  may  conclude  diderently.  *  rota  the 

inert  nature  of  matter— from  the  faculties,  ot 
the  human  mind — from  the  apparent  imp-.- 
fedion  of  God’s  moral  government  ot  the 
world— from  many  modes  of  analogical  rca- 
foning,  and  from  other  fources,  fume  ot  the 
philosophers  of  antiquity  did  collect,  and  mo¬ 
dern  philofophsrs  may,  perhaps,  coilec  a 
ijtrong  probability  of  a  tucure  exiicence  ;  2lc( 


O] 


uite  7dif'.'n4  r  AeX'lWe’  but  C^ich 

re^Mfl  *  queftion)  of  a  future  ftate 

dl  ;  ,v’  proPortioned  to  our  moral  cor 

P'“;ln  this  world.  Far  be  ir  fW,m 

muft  rn  f,?1  tbe  obl>gat;ons  to  virtue;  but 
>■  -trials,  that  I  cannot,  from  the  Am 
ources  of  argumentation,  derive  any  prof  tiv 

r;rr,orn.the/ub-iea-  Thi„k  £  w  t 

Of  GodanvlUnh  °f  heartI  receive  the  "tor, 

Adam^by  ’h  conito^’  ^  th°uSh  “  b 

die-”  U  “on„M°ur  nature) 

’  •  n.  C»«nft  (by  the  covenant 

K  ^ - 1  _  i  i  . 


A  :i  it  -  \  /  111  ^  covenant 

?.  V; .  ,  ?!  be  made  alive.”  I  lav  ho 

*-»n  eternal  life  as  the  p-ift  nf  C ^ 

T-to-c  p',  ;a  T  U1L-  PlTt  °*  ^r0!a  throug 

»’  -‘■'-jS  Lnirilr  i  ]  eoniirlpr  if- 

j  i  1  Loniiaer  1l  no:  as  any  a; 

Ltr8Xt0f  the  "atU/e,  1  derive  from  Adan 
L  the  Almighty,  throug 

-tear’  Adraca"-  -  d“  m 

th 2-''f  7°,U  affirm’  “  Caches  us  withou 
ii- noniDili  [y  of  being  miftaken,  all  that  is  ne 

^..,.uy  or  proper  to  be  known.”— There  an 

ar^'ncc'r^^  lvivch  a!‘  reafonable  men  admi 
V  -  an,d  ProPer  to  be  known— the 

-mg  of  God— the  providence  of  God— a  fu¬ 
ture  irate  of  retribution.— Whether  thefe  three 

*'  uthsarefo  taught  us  by  deifm,  that  there  is 
noponibmty  of  beingmiftaken  concerning  any 

the  hi ftory  of  philofophy,  and  of 
idolatry  and  fuperftuion,  in  ail  ages  andcoua- 


f 
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tries,  determine.  A  volume  might  be  filled 
with  an  account  of  the  miftakes  in  o  wmch  tne 
greateft  reafoners  have  fallen,  and  of  the  un¬ 
certainty  in  which  they  lived,  wnh  rdp  etto 

every  one  of  thefe  points.  1  will,  advert* 
briefly,  only  to  the  la  ft  of  them.  Notwith- 
ftanding  the  illuftrious  labours  of  Gajjenai, 
Gudzvorth ,  Clarke ,  Baxter ,  and  of  above  two 
hundred  other  modern  writers  on  the  iui  jeCi, 
the  natural  mortality  or  immortality  of  the  hu¬ 
man  foul  is  as  little  underftood  by  us,  as  it 
was  by  the  philofophers  of  Greece  or  Rome. 
The  oppofite  opinions  of  Plato  and  of  Epicu¬ 
rus  on  diis  fubjed,  ha  e  their  feveral  fuppoit- 
ers  amongfl  the  learned  of  the  preient  age,  n! 
Great  Britain,  Germany,  h  ranee,  Itajy,^  in 
every  enlightened  part  of  the  world  ;  and  tney 
who  have  been  mod  ferioufly  occupied  in  the 
ftudv  of  the  queftion  concerning  a  futuie  fla.d 
as  deducible  from  the  nature  of  tne  human  forn, 
are  leafl  difpofl  d  to  give  from  reafon  a  poli- 
tive  decifioB  of  it  either  way.  The  impor¬ 
tance  of  revelation  is  by  notning  rendered 
more  apparent,  than  by  the  di:C.>r&ant  ienti- 
ments  of  learned  and  good  men  (for  I  fpeaK 
not  of  the  ignorant  and  immoral )  on  this  point. 
They  fhevv  the  infufRciency  of  human  reafon, 
in  a  courfe  of  above  two  thoufand  years,  to 
unfold  the  myfteries  of  human  nature,  and  to 
furnifh,  from  the  contemplation  of  it,  any  af- 
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prance  of  the  quality  of  our  future  condition 
1.  you  uiould  ever  become  perfuaded  of  thi 


•  ^  ^  ^  ^  *•*-*-  v/  V— '  t  1  Li.  Cl  vJ  ^  j  J  j 

•  Inf efficiency,  (and  you  can  fcarce  fai]  of  be 
coming  fo,  ifyou  examine  the  matter  deeply, 
you  will,  it  you  act  rationally,  be  difpofed  t 
in vcftigate,  with  ferioufnefs  and  impartiality 
t  ie  truth  of  chriftianity.  You  will  fay  of  th 
>  as  the  Northumbrian  heathens  faid  c 
-t  aulinus,  by  whom  they  were  converted  to  th. 
chriilian  religion — cc  The  more  we  reflect  o] 
tie  nature  of  our  foul,  the  lefs  we  know  of  it 
Vnile  it  animates  our  body,  we  may  knot 
ome  of  i  ts  properties  ;  but  when  once  feparat- 
C'L>  vye  know  not  whither  it  goes,  or  fron 
v-mence  it  came.  Since,  then,  the  gofpd  pre- 
tenus  to  give  us  clearer  notions  of  thefe  mat¬ 
ters,  we  ought  to  hear  it,  and  laying  afide  al 
paflion  and  prejudice,  follow  that  which  dial 
appear  mod  conformable  to  right  reafon.” 

What  a  bleding  is  it  to  beings,  with  fuch 
limited  capacities  as  ours  confeffedly  are,  tc 
have  God  himfelf  for  our  indrucior  in  eve- 
1Y  oiing  wnich  it  much  concerns  us  to  know  ! 

are  principally  concerned  in  knowing — 
not  the  origin  of  arts,  or  the  recondite  depths 
or  fciencs — not  the  hidories  of  mighty  empires 
tlefolating  the  globe  by  their  contentions— not 
the  fubtilties  of  logic,  the  myfteries  of  meta- 
phyiies,  the  fublimities  of  poetry,  or  the  nice¬ 
ties  of  criticifm. — Thefe,  and  fubjedts  fuch  as 
toed,  properly  occupy  the  learned  leifurve  of  a 
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few  ;  but  the  bulk  of  human  kind  ha/e  ever 
been,  and  muff  ever  remain,  ignorant  of  tiiem 
all  ;  they  mud,  of  necedity,  remain  in  the 
fame  date  with  that  which  a  German  empe¬ 
ror  voluntarily  puthimfelf  into,  when  he  made 
a  refolution,  bordering  on  barbarifm,  that  he 
would  never  read  a  printed  book.  We  are 
all,  of  every  rank  and  condition,  equally  con- 
"cerned  in  knowing — wnat  will  become  Oi  us 
after  death  and,  if  we  are  to  live  again,  we 
are  mtereded  in  Jkmowing-  whetner  it  oe 
poiTible  for  us  to  do  any  thing  whilft  we  live 
here,  which  may  render  that  future  life  an  hap¬ 
py  ons. — -Now,a  that  thing  called  chriftiani- 
ty,”  as  you  fcoffingly  fpeak — that  laft  be  ft  gift 
of  Almighty  God,  as  1  efteem  it,  the  gofpel 
cf  Jefus  Chrift,  has  given  us  the  mod  clear 
and  fatisfadlory  information  on  both  thefe 
points.  It  tells  us,  what  deifm  never  could 
have  told  us,  that  we  fhall  certainly  be  railed 
from  the  dead — that,  whatever  tie  the  nature 
of  the  foul,  we  (hall  certainly  live  forever— 
and  that,  whilft  we  live  here,  it  is  poilible  for 
us  to  do  much  towards  the  rendering  that 
everlafting  life  an  happy  one. — Thefe  are 
tremendous  truths  to  bad  men  ;  they  cannot  be 
received  and  refledled  on  with  indifference  oy 
the  heft  ;  and  they  fugged  to  all  fuch  a  cogent 
motive  to  virtuous  adtion,  as  deilm  could  not 
furniih  even  to  Brutus  himfelf. 

Some  men  have  been  warped  to  infidelity  by 
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dciou  fiefs  of  life  ;  and  fome  have  hypocri  ti 
tally  profefFed  chriftianity  from  profpe&s  o 
tempo! al  advantage;  bat,  being  a  (Irano-er  tc 
y°ur  tbaradfer,  I  neither  impute  the  former  tc 
voi/,  nor  can  admit  the  latter  as  operating  or 
myfdh  The  generality  of  unbelievers"  are 
fa ch,  from  want  of  information  on  the  fubjed 
of  religion  ;  having  been  engaged  from  their 
}routh  in  ftruggling  for  worldly  diftindion,  or 
perplexed  with  the  inceffant  intricacies  of  bu- 
hnef:,  or  bewildered  in  the  parfaits  of  pleafurt 
they  have  neither  ability,  inclination,  nor  lei- 
faic,  to  enter  into  critical  difquihtions  con¬ 
cerning  the  truth  of  chriftianity.  Men  of 
tnis  defeription  are  foon  ffartled  by  objections 
which  they  are  not  competent  to  anfwer  ;  and 
the  loofe  morality  of  the  age  (fo  oppofne  to 
chnftiati  perfection!)  co-operating  with  their 
.vant  of  fcriptural  knowledge,  they  prefently 
get  rid  of  their  narfery  faith,  and  are  feldom 
iedulous  in  the  acquifition  of  another  founded 
imt  on  autnority,  but  lober  invert  i  nation. 
1  icfuming,  however,  that  many  deiils  areas 
fincere  in  their  belief  as  I  am  in  mine,  and 
h  tl  me  are  more  able,  and  all  as 
much  intererted  as  myfelt,  to  make  a  rational 
inquiry  into  the  truth  of  rev'ealed  religion,  I 
mel  no  propenfity  to  judge  uncharitably  of  any 
of  them;  ^  They  do  not  think  as  I  do,  on  k 
'abject  uirpafHng  a.'l  others  in  importance; 
*h4y  arc  not,  cm  that  account*  to  be  fpoken 
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©f  by  me  with  afpcri'ty  of  language,  to  be 
though**  of  by  ms  as  perfons  alienated  from  the 
mercies  of  God.  The  gofpel  has  been  offer¬ 
ed  to  their  acceptance;  and,  from  whatever 
caufe  they  reject  it,  I  cannot  but  efteetn  their 
fituation  to  be  dangerous.  Under  the  influ¬ 
ence  of  that  perfuafion  I  have  been  induced  to 
write  this  book.  I  do  not  expedt  to  derive 
from  it  either  fame  or  profit;  thefe  are  not 
improper  incentives  to  honourable  activity  ; 
but  there  is  a  time  of  life  when  they  ceafe  to 
direct  the  judgment  of  thinking  men.  What 
I  have  written,  will  not,  I  fear,  make  any  im7 
predion  on  you  ;  but  I  indulge  an  hope,  that 
it  may  not  be  without  its  effect  on  fome  of 
your  readers.  Infidelity  is  a  rank  weed,  it 
threatens  to  overfpread  the  land,  its  root  is 
principally  fixed  amongft  the  great  and  opu- 
lent  ;  but  you  are  endeavouring  to  extend  the 
malignity  of  its  potion  through  all  the  claffes 
of  the  community.  There  is  a  ckfs  of  men, 
for  whom  I  have  the  greateft  refpedt,  and 
whom  I  am  anxious  to  preferve  from  the  con- 
,  lamination  of  your  irreligion— the  merchants, 
manufacturers  and  tradefmen  of  the  kingdom. 
I  confidcr  the  influence  of  the  example  of  this 
clafs  as  effential  to  the  welfare  of  the  commu¬ 
nity.  I  know  that  they  are  in  general  given 
to  reading,  and  defirous  of  information  on  all 
Subjects."  If  this  little  book  ihould  chance  to 
fail  into  their  hands  after  they  have  read  your’s* 
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and  they  (hould  think  that  any  of  your  objec 
dons  to  the  authority  of  the  Bible  have  nc 
been  fully  anfwercd,  I  entreat  them  to  attri 
bute  the  omiilion  to  the  brevity  which  I  hav 
ftudied  ;  to  my  defire  of  avoiding  learned  dif 
quifitions  ;  to  my  inadvertency;  to  my  ina 
bility  ;  to  any  thing  rather  than  an  impofnbi 
lity  of  completely  obviating  every  difficult 
you  have  brought  forward.  laddrefs  the  farm 
requeft  to  fuch  of  the  youth  of  both  fexes,  a 
may  unhappily  have  imbibed,  from  your  writ 
ings,  the  poifon  of  infidelity  ;  befeeching  then 
to  believe,  that  all  their  religious  doubts  ma1 
be  removed,  though  it  may  not  have  been  ii 
my  power  to  anfwer,  to  their  fatisfaCtion,  al 
your  objections.  I  pray  God  that  the  riling 
generation  or  this  land  may  be  preferved  frorr 
that  a  evil  heart  of  unbelief/’  which  ha; 
brought  ruin  on  a  neighbouring  nation  5  tha 
neither  a  neglected  education,  nor  domeftic 
irreligion,  nor  evil  communication,  nor  the 
fafhion  of  a  licentious  world,  may  ever  induce 


them  to  forget  that  religion  alone  ought  to  b: 


iheir  rule  of  life. 

In  the  conclufion  of  my  Apology  for  Chrif- 
iianity ,  I  informed  Mr.  Gibbon  of  my  extreme 
averfion  to  public  controverfy.  I  am  now 
twenty  years  older  than  I  was  then,  and  I  per¬ 
ceive  that  this  my  averfion  has  incrcafed  vvitt 
my  age.  I  have,  throgh  life,  abandoned  m-j 
little  literary  productions  to  their  fate- ;  fuel 
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of  them  as  have  been  attacked,  have  never  re¬ 
ceived  any  defence  from  me  ;  nor  will  this 
receive  any,  if  it  (hould  meet  with  your  public 
notice,  or  with  that  of  arty  other  man. 

Sincerely  wifhing  that  you  may  become 
a  partaker  of  that  faith  in  revealed  religion, 
which  is  the  foundation  of  my  happinefs  in  this 
world,  and  of  all  my  hopes  in  another,  I  bid 
ydu  farewel. 

R.  LANDAFR 

Cal garth  Park, 

Jan.  20,  1796. 
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